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SENATE—Friday, October 15, 1999 
The Senate met at 9:15 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, we commit this day 
to You. By Your grace, You have 
brought us to the end of another work-
week. Yet there is still so much more 
to do today. There are votes to cast, 
speeches to give, and loose ends to be 
tied. In the weekly rush of things, it is 
so easy to live with ‘‘horizontalism,’’ 
dependent only on our own strength 
and focused on what others can do for 
us or with us. Today, we lift our eyes 
to behold Your glory, our hearts to be 
filled with Your love, joy, and peace, 
and our bodies, worn with the demand-
ing schedule of the past week, to be re-
plenished. 

Fill the wills of our soul with Your 
strength and our intellects with fresh 
inspiration. We know that trying to 
work for You will wear us out, but al-
lowing You to work through us will 
keep us fit and vital. Now, here are our 
minds, enlighten them; here are our 
souls, empower them; here are our 
wills, quicken them; here are our bod-
ies, infuse them with energy. You are 
our Lord and Saviour. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable SPENCER ABRA-
HAM, a Senator from the State of 
Michigan, led the Pledge of Allegiance 
as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINE). The Senator from Idaho. 

f 

GREETING THE CHAPLAIN 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me tell 
you how comforting it is to have our 
Chaplain, Lloyd Ogilvie, returning to 
us in good health and to hear his words 
and the spiritual guidance he offers the 
Senate. 

We are to happy to have Lloyd 
Ogilvie back. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, today the 
Senate will immediately proceed to a 

vote on the conference report to ac-
company the VA–HUD appropriations 
bill. Following the vote, the Senate 
will immediately resume debate on the 
campaign finance reform bill, with fur-
ther amendments to the bill antici-
pated. Debate on the campaign finance 
bill is expected to consume the remain-
der of the day and will continue 
throughout the early part of next 
week. However, Senators who intend to 
offer amendments are encouraged to 
work with the bill managers to sched-
ule a time for debate on those amend-
ments as soon as possible. 

I thank my colleagues for the atten-
tion. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, leadership time is 
reserved. 

f 

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2000—CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of H.R. 2684, 
which the clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
Conference report to accompany H.R. 2684, 

an act making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and 
Urban Development, and Independent Agen-
cies for the year ending September 30, 2000. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
want to extend my congratulations and 
thanks to both Senators BOND and MI-
KULSKI for the conference report they 
are presenting us today. This bill 
makes constructive strides toward im-
proving the housing situation for many 
poor and low income working families. 

Though the Chairman and Ranking 
Member were under extremely tight 
budgetary constraints, they stood to-
gether and worked hard to bring us a 
conference report which restores im-
portant funding. They have presented 
us with a strong bill that invests in our 
nation’s low income housing stock and 
continues our efforts to aid struggling 
communities in their redevelopment 
efforts. 

It is my understanding that this bill 
moved forward with the support of 
members from both sides of the aisle. I 
think that the Chairman and Ranking 
Member should be commended for this 
as well. It is notable when legislation 
receives such even handed, bipartisan 
support. 

Let me highlight a few of the pro-
grams that received increased funding 
in this year’s appropriations bill. 

It includes 60,000 new section 8 
vouchers to be used in our nation’s 
most needy areas. I cannot express how 
important these new vouchers are to 
addressing the needs of low income 
Americans. As the economy soars, so 
do rents in many metropolitan areas, 
making it nearly impossible for low in-
come families to afford an apartment. 
A recent report by the Low Income 
Housing Coalition shows that in no 
metropolitan area in this country can 
a person working at a minimum wage 
job forty hours a week afford the rent 
on an average two bedroom apartment. 

There are 5.3 million families that 
HUD classifies as ‘‘worst case housing 
needs.’’ These are families that live in 
substandard housing or pay more than 
50% of their income towards rent. 
Sixty thousand vouchers will not help 
all of these families, but they are an 
important step in the direction of alle-
viating poverty and will be enthusiasti-
cally received by the families that ben-
efit from them. 

Also included in this bill is funding 
for the important mark-to-market plan 
that will allow HUD to raise section 8 
payments to prevent landlords from 
opting out of the program. In addition, 
the bill exempts the old preservation 
deals from restructuring, which saves 
money and housing. These two provi-
sions are important to preserving af-
fordable housing in our nation’s com-
munities. 

This bill includes an additional $50 
million to be used for Community De-
velopment Block Grants, or CDBG. 
These funds are used to address the 
needs of low income neighborhoods in a 
holistic manner. They have been a re-
source for renewal and redevelopment 
in many cities, including Baltimore 
and other Maryland metropolitan 
areas, since their creation in 1974. I am 
extremely pleased to see an increased 
investment in the hope that CDBG 
funds can bring needed assistance to 
many communities across America. 

There is also an increase of $55 mil-
lion to aid the rehabilitation of dis-
abled elderly housing programs. That 
includes provisions to provide sup-
portive housing for the elderly, service 
coordinators in elderly facilities, 
grants to convert elderly housing into 
assisted living, and funds for section 8 
assistance to be used for assisted living 
facilities. These levels show that we 
are committed to our low income sen-
ior citizens. 

Lastly, I want to highlight the in-
creased commitment to improve the 
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public housing projects that remain. 
Over the last few years many politi-
cians have pointed to the failing of 
public housing, but have not provided 
the necessary funds to improve those 
developments. Senators BOND and MI-
KULSKI’s bill takes the important and 
necessary action of increasing the pub-
lic housing operating fund by $320 mil-
lion. I look forward to seeing and hear-
ing about the new and positive im-
provements that will occur as a result 
of this new funding. 

I will continue in the years to come 
to press for an increased commitment 
to housing programs that serve our na-
tions’ working and low income fami-
lies. Overall, the bill we are presented 
with today is a good bill, with funding 
for many vital housing programs. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, in 1997, 
Congress created the Mark-to-Market 
program, which was designed to pre-
serve the affordability of low-income 
rental housing and reduce the long- 
term costs to the Federal government. 
The program is designed to restructure 
the mortgages for HUD insured prop-
erties so that they can be supported by 
market based rents. 

Under the Mark-to-Market program, 
HUD enters into agreements with 
State and local housing finance agen-
cies, as well as a limited number of pri-
vate firms, called Participating Admin-
istrative Entities or PAEs. The PAEs 
underwrite and recommend the finan-
cial restructuring of these properties. 
Under the agreement, the PAEs deter-
mine rent levels, how much of a new 
mortgage the property can support 
with those rents, and how much of a 
second mortgage HUD will have to hold 
on the property in order to ensure that 
the restructuring is economically fea-
sible. The program also allows the 
housing finance agencies to provide fi-
nancing for the new first mortgage on 
the property, even though they have 
inside knowledge of how the agreement 
is negotiated and structured. 

However, the legislation creating the 
program recognizes that a conflict of 
interest can exists where the housing 
finance agency that is charged with re-
structuring the mortgage provides fi-
nancing for the same property. In this 
situation, HUD is to establish guide-
lines to prevent conflicts of interest. 
Despite this provision, the legislation 
before us today requires the Secretary 
to approve financing by a HFA under 
the risk sharing program where the fi-
nancing meets certain terms and condi-
tions. Under this language, it is pos-
sible that the housing finance agency 
can gain an unfair advantage over 
other lenders who want to compete to 
provide financing. This could happen if 
the housing agency has the oppor-
tunity to review all submissions for fi-
nancing and structure its own proposal 
so that no other lender can compete. In 
addition, property owners will have 
virtually no voice in determining who 

provides a mortgage on their property 
if they wish to stay in the program. 

It is the intent of this bill, in the in-
terest of all parties, that all lenders be 
given the opportunity to compete on a 
level playing field in providing financ-
ing. To this end, HUD should exercise 
its authority under the conflict of in-
terest requirement and undertake an 
independent review of the financing 
proposals. This could be accomplished, 
for example, by having the housing fi-
nance agency submit all lenders’ pro-
posed financing packages to HUD and 
include a statement justifying its posi-
tion on the recommended financing. 
This independent review will allow the 
best financing alternative to be used 
for restructuring and will allow lenders 
to compete on a level playing field. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I regret 
that I must vote against this con-
ference report. Once again, I have the 
unpleasant task of speaking before my 
colleagues about unacceptably high 
funding levels of parochial projects 
throughout this bill. In addition, the 
conferees have included several legisla-
tive provisions that were not in either 
bill, nor were these initiatives consid-
ered by either the House or Senate be-
fore they were summarily added to this 
bill. Therefore, despite the fact that 
the bill contains funding for many pur-
poses which I strongly support, I op-
pose its passage because of these objec-
tionable provisions. 

This bill, in total, contains more 
than $700 million in low-priority, 
wasteful, and unnecessary spending. 
This is an unacceptable waste of the 
taxpayers’ hard-earned money, and I 
will not be a party to Congress’ pork- 
barrel spending habits. 

I very much regret having to oppose 
a bill that contains critical funding for 
programs for our Nation’s veterans. 

I would like to point out that I ac-
tively supported adding $3 billion for 
veterans medical health care in this 
year’s appropriations bill. I cospon-
sored several amendments introduced 
in the Senate, including the Wellstone 
amendment, which would have pro-
vided an additional $3 billion above the 
President’s VA budget request. Al-
though the Wellstone amendment 
failed, the amendment proposed by 
Senators BYRD and BOND, which I also 
supported, passed overwhelmingly, in-
creasing the total amount of VA fund-
ing to $1.7 billion above the President’s 
request. 

I commend the conferees for keeping 
the $1.7 billion for essential health care 
programs for veterans in the con-
ference report. This represents the 
largest annual increase since the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs was cre-
ated. Although I sincerely welcome 
this increase, I will continue to do all 
in my power to find additional money 
in the budget to fund veterans health 
care at an amount that will guarantee 
a higher, sustainable level of quality 
health care for all veterans. 

It is important to note that the level 
of earmarks and set-asides in the Vet-
erans Affairs section of this conference 
report is down from previous years. 
The total value of specific earmarks in 
the Veterans Affairs section of the VA– 
HUD conference report is $31.3 million, 
about one third of the amount that was 
inserted in this section of the Senate- 
approved VA–HUD appropriations fund-
ing measure. 

Certain provisions in this section, 
however, illustrate that Congress still 
does not have its priorities in order. 
For example, it is disturbing to me and 
many other Senators who stood on the 
floor of this body to fight for addi-
tional funding for veterans benefits to 
learn that the conferees have agreed to 
direct some of the critical dollars from 
veterans health care to fund wasteful 
projects like the ‘‘mothballing’’ of four 
historic buildings in Dayton, Ohio. 

There are other notable examples of 
unnecessary items included in the con-
ference report. An especially trouble-
some expense, neither budgeted for nor 
requested by the Administration for 
the past eight years, is a provision that 
directs the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs to continue the eight-year-old 
demonstration project involving the 
Clarksburg, West Virginia VAMC and 
the Ruby Memorial Hospital at West 
Virginia University. Several years ago, 
the VA–HUD appropriations bill con-
tained a plus-up of $2 million to the 
Clarksburg VAMC that ended up on the 
Administration’s line-item veto list— 
even the Administration concluded 
that this was truly wasteful. 

Like the transportation and military 
construction funding bills, the VA– 
HUD funding bill also includes many 
construction project additions to the 
President’s budget request. For exam-
ple, the VA–HUD appropriations con-
ference report adds $1 million for the 
advance planning and design of the 
Lebanon VAMC renovation of patient 
care units and other enhancements for 
extended care programs. An additional 
$500,000 was provided for planning na-
tional cemeteries in Atlanta, Georgia; 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; Miami, Flor-
ida; and Sacramento, California. Al-
though all of these areas likely are de-
serving of veterans cemeteries, I just 
wonder how many other national ceme-
tery projects in other states were 
leapfrogged to ensure that these states 
received the VA’s highest priority. 
This bill directs VA to award a con-
tract for design, architectural, and en-
gineering services in this month for a 
new National Cemetery in Lawton 
(Oklahoma City/Fort Sill), Oklahoma 
and also directs the President’s fiscal 
year 2001 budget to include construc-
tion funds for a new National Cemetery 
in Oklahoma. This is an amazing feat, 
since this appropriations bill is sup-
posed to provide single-year appropria-
tions, yet is attempting to direct next 
year’s funding, too. 
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The bill also directs the VA to repro-

gram $11.5 million originally appro-
priated in fiscal year 1998 to renovate 
Building 9 at the VAMC in Waco, 
Texas, to instead be used for renova-
tion and construction of a joint ven-
ture cardiovascular institute at the 
Olin E. Teague VAMC in Temple, 
Texas. This unusual procedure is out-
side of the established reprogramming 
process—unfortunately, it sends the 
message to the VA that the money can 
be reprogrammed ‘‘as long as the 
money stays in Texas.’’ 

Other VA construction projects—out-
side the President’s original budget re-
quest—include: $3.9 million to convert 
unfinished space into research labora-
tories at the ambulatory care addition 
of the Harry S. Truman VAMC in Co-
lumbia, Missouri; $3 million for renova-
tions of the research building at the 
Bronx VAMC in Bronx, New York (next 
door to the prestigious Mount Sinai 
Hospital); and $500,000 for preparation 
of the satellite site to expand the Na-
tional Cemetery at Salisbury, North 
Carolina. Some final egregious exam-
ples of unrequested, additional spend-
ing include the following: the VA is di-
rected to provide $1 million to the Na-
tional Technology Transfer Center to 
establish a pilot program to assess, 
market, and license medical tech-
nologies researched in VA facilities; 
$750,000 is provided to continue the 
VA’s participation with the Alaska 
Federal Health Care Access Network; 
and Marshall County, Mississippi, Har-
din County Tennessee and Letcher 
County, Kentucky were inserted ahead 
of other remote areas to become feder-
ally funded Community Health Care 
Centers to provide outpatient primary 
and preventive health care services to 
veterans in their home communities. 
These areas appear to have been added 
ahead of higher priority communities 
because their interests were well-rep-
resented in the Appropriations Con-
ference. 

I am encouraged by the increase in 
veterans health care funding, and if 
this title of the bill had been sepa-
rately presented to the Senate, I would 
have wholeheartedly supported it, de-
spite the earmarks and set-asides it 
contains. 

This title of the bill contains the 
funding for many programs vital in 
meeting the housing needs of our na-
tion and for the revitalization and de-
velopment of our communities. Many 
of the programs administered by HUD 
help our nation’s families purchase 
their homes, assist low-income families 
obtain affordable housing, combat dis-
crimination in the housing market, as-
sist in rehabilitating neighborhoods 
and help our nation’s most vulner-
able—the elderly, disabled and dis-
advantaged—have access to safe and af-
fordable housing. 

When the Senate debated this bill, I 
highlighted for my colleagues numer-

ous funding earmarks for specific hous-
ing proposals and set asides contained 
in the Senate version of this bill. Un-
fortunately, I find myself coming to 
the floor today to again highlight the 
numerous budgetary violations which 
remain or were added to this con-
ference report. The list of projects 
which received priority billing is quite 
long but I will highlight a few of the 
more egregious violations. 

$3,000,000,000 to Olympic Regional De-
velopment Authority, New York for up-
grades at Mt. Van Hoevenberg Sports 
Complex. 

New language inserted in conference 
providing $15,000,000 for urban em-
powerment zones. 

$1,000,000 to the Salt Lake City Orga-
nizing Committee for housing infra-
structure improvements for the Olym-
pics and Paraolympics. 

$1,000,000 to Syracuse University in 
New York for rehabilitation and com-
munity redevelopment of the Marshall 
Street Area. 

Directive language to the Secretary 
requiring the continuation of providing 
interest reduction payment in accord-
ance with the existing authorization 
schedule for Darlinton Manor Apart-
ments, 100–Unit project located at 606 
North 5th Street, Bozeman, Montana, 
which will continue as affordable hous-
ing pursuant to a use agreement with 
the state of Montana. 

In addition to the numerous budg-
etary violations which this report con-
tains, I am also concerned about the 
legislative initiatives which have sud-
denly appeared during conference 
which were not contained in the Senate 
or House appropriation bills. The in-
tent of this legislative language is cer-
tainly laudable—providing safe, qual-
ity and affordable housing for seniors 
and the disabled is and must remain a 
priority for our nation. However, we 
cannot and should not be passing com-
prehensive legislation which makes 
substantial changes to the housing sys-
tem without allowing both chambers of 
Congress to debate and provide valu-
able input to such an important pro-
posal. Certainly, an issue as important 
as meeting the housing needs of our 
most vulnerable population, deserves 
thoughtful deliberation and careful re-
view through the established legisla-
tive process and should not be attached 
at the last moment to a funding con-
ference report. This is not the manner 
in which we should be implementing 
meaningful reform intended to benefit 
the citizens of our nation. 

After reviewing the sections funding 
the Environmental Protection Agency, 
I find that the conferees continued to 
run rampant in their pork-barrelling in 
this section of the bill. There are few 
areas in this final conference report 
that clearly indicate the level of paro-
chial actions than those targeted in 
EPA’s budget. 

Just last month, the Senate passed a 
bill providing funding for environ-

mental protection programs, which in-
cluded $207 million in unrequested and 
low-priority earmarks. However, the 
number of earmarks has seriously in-
flated in the conference report by $73 
million to a new grand pork total of 
$280 million. 

I understand that we have critical 
needs around our country dealing with 
leaking underground storage tanks, 
water and wastewater infrastructure, 
air pollution, pesticide abatement, and 
other important environmental issues. 
Many of the projects identified in this 
conference report are no doubt critical 
to many communities who are forced 
to deal with these serious environ-
mental threats. 

I do not question their merit at all. I 
do question the process by which the 
appropriators have made decisions that 
prioritize certain projects over many 
others across our nation in such a bla-
tant and provincial manner. For exam-
ple, $1 million is earmarked for the 
Animal Waste Management Consor-
tium that will benefit the University of 
Missouri, Iowa State University, North 
Carolina State University, Michigan 
State University, Oklahoma State Uni-
versity, and Purdue University to deal 
with animal waste management. 
Again, this may very well be impor-
tant, but there is little background 
provided in the report to explain the 
national priority interest of ear-
marking a million dollars to deal with 
animal waste management in six spe-
cific states. 

EPA has an established process by 
which the agency administers grant 
and loan programs that are supposed to 
be awarded on a competitive and pri-
ority basis. However, these guidelines 
are simply thrown out the window 
when the conferees direct the agency 
through earmarks and directive lan-
guage to give priority consideration to 
various states and projects rather than 
undergoing a competitive review. De-
spite stated budget constraints, the 
conferees found a way to include an ad-
ditional $68 million more in wastewater 
infrastructure funding than previously 
agreed to by both houses for locale-spe-
cific earmarks. 

I know first-hand that many of my 
constituents in Arizona have a great 
need to improve their water and waste-
water systems, but they will be forced 
to wait in line while other projects are 
given priority treatment through this 
conference report. 

Clearly, no title of the bill was left 
unsullied by pork-barrel spending. For 
the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA), there is $10 million 
available to the State of California for 
pilot projects to demonstrate seismic 
retrofit technology. For the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA), this Report also includes ear-
marks of money for locality-specific 
projects such as $3 million for the 
Adler Planetarium in Chicago, Illinois, 
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$14 million for infrastructure needs at 
the University of Missouri, Columbia, 
and $10 million for the Regional Appli-
cation Center in Cayuga County, New 
York. For example, the National 
Science Foundation (NSF), there is $60 
million for the Plant Genome Research 
Program. When will this outrageous 
pork-barrel spending stop? 

The conferees have also included leg-
islative initiatives that were clearly 
out of scope of the conference. The bill 
includes a general provision author-
izing NASA to carry out a new program 
to demonstrate the commercial feasi-
bility and economic viability of private 
business operations involved in the 
International Space Station. This pro-
vision has not had the benefit of con-
sideration in any hearings or public 
and private industry discussions. It 
would seem logical for private sector 
views to be considered if we hope to at-
tract them to this venture. 

The bill also shifts the way NASA 
will operate both the space station and 
the space shuttle program. We have al-
ready heard from some small compa-
nies that this program will put NASA 
and use of the shuttle for commercial 
payloads in direct competition. We do 
not want to stifle the creativity and in-
genuity of these small launch compa-
nies, nor should we rely upon NASA to 
provide all the answers to our space 
problems, especially in the area of 
commercialization of space. I think 
NASA has enough problems with the 
space station, including the fact that it 
is two years behind schedule and $9 bil-
lion over budget. 

Finally, the conferees have included 
two provisions related to commercial 
space launch indemnification exten-
sions and insurance and indemnifica-
tion for experimental vehicles. Neither 
of these provisions were included in ei-
ther of the appropriations bills and 
they clearly fall within the jurisdiction 
of the appropriate authorizing commit-
tees. 

The appropriators should abide by 
the rules and procedures of the Senate 
and refrain from usurping the power of 
the authorizing committees, in fact, 
the rest of the Senate, by including 
these legislative provisions in a con-
ference report written behind closed 
doors. 

I am gravely disappointed that I am 
unable to vote for this conference re-
port. This measure contains funding 
for many critical programs which help 
provide important resources to our 
communities. It includes vitally impor-
tant funding to fulfill our obligation to 
our nation’s veterans, those who fought 
for the peace and security we enjoy 
today. Included in this bill is funding 
for section 202 housing which I know 
most, if not all, of my colleagues would 
agree helps meet the needs of Amer-
ica’s seniors by ensuring they have 
homes which are safe, affordable and 
accommodates the demands of aging. 

Also included is valuable funding for 
section 811 which helps disabled indi-
viduals have an opportunity to live 
independently as part of a community 
in quality and reasonably priced 
homes. 

Because of the egregious amount of 
pork-barrel spending in this bill and 
the addition of legislative provisions 
clearly outside the scope of the con-
ference, I must oppose its passage. I re-
gret doing so because of the many im-
portant and worthy programs included 
in the conference agreement, but I can-
not endorse the continued waste of tax-
payer dollars on special-interest pro-
grams, nor can I acquiesce in bypassing 
the normal authorizing process for leg-
islative initiatives. 

Mr, President, the full list of the 
objectional provisions is on my Senate 
website. 

HIGH PRODUCTION VOLUME CHEMICAL TESTING 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

would like to confirm my under-
standing with Chairman BOND regard-
ing the conference report concerning 
the HPV chemical testing program. My 
understanding regarding the ‘‘agree-
ment’’ is that it is actually a letter 
from EPA asking participants in the 
challenge program to make certain 
changes, and not in fact an ‘‘agree-
ment’’ to do so. Is that correct? 

Mr. BOND. That is correct. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. And is it also 

correct that by using the word ‘‘con-
sistent,’’ the conferees did not intend 
or imply that the test rule must be the 
exact equivalent of the voluntary part 
of the program in terms of the actual 
testing requirements? 

Mr. BOND. That is correct. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen-

ator. 
WARRIOR HOTEL EDI PROJECT 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I under-
stood that the conference report was 
supposed to contain the following lan-
guage concerning an economic develop-
ment initiative item approved in the 
FY 99 VA–HUD Appropriations meas-
ure: ‘‘The description of the Warrior 
Hotel EDI project in the FY 99 HUD– 
VA Appropriations report is modified 
to the following: $1 million for the res-
toration of the Warrior Hotel in Sioux 
City, IA, to be used for adult day care 
and other services or uses consistent 
with the revitalization of the Central 
Business District’’. Unfortunately, this 
language was inadvertently left out of 
the report. 

Mr. BOND. The Senator from Iowa is 
correct, the language was inadvert-
ently left out of the FY 2000 conference 
report and it was our intention to have 
the language included. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I concur with the re-
marks of Chairman BOND and Senator 
HARKIN. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I offer 
my strong support for the fiscal year 
2000 VA–HUD Appropriations Con-
ference Report and am pleased to join 

my Senate colleagues in passing this 
important piece of legislation today. 
Rural America, and my state of South 
Dakota, is in the midst of an affordable 
housing shortage crisis. According to 
reports, 5.3 million Americans pay 
more then 50 percent in their annual 
income to rent or living in substandard 
conditions. This is unacceptable for a 
society as wealthy as ours, and we 
must make real progress now to im-
prove housing conditions for all Ameri-
cans. 

Although I supported the VA–HUD 
Appropriations Bill on the Senate floor 
last month, I was disappointed that the 
bill failed to provide additional Section 
8 rental assistance for the thousands of 
American families that desperately 
need it. Additional Section 8 rental as-
sistance, like that proposed by the 
President, would have allowed 321 fami-
lies in South Dakota to receive Section 
8 vouchers to help them afford ade-
quate housing. In addition, I objected 
to the elimination of the Community 
Builders program in the original bill. 
In South Dakota, Community Builders 
have worked with local governments 
and housing authorities to provide 
needed rental assistance statewide. 

I joined my Democratic colleagues on 
the Senate Banking and Housing Com-
mittee in writing to Chairman BOND 
and Ranking Member MIKULSKI, asking 
them to fund additional Section 8 
vouchers and restore the Community 
Builders program during their negotia-
tions with conferees from the House of 
Representatives. I am pleased that 
Chairman BOND and Ranking Member 
MIKULSKI were able to secure funding 
for an additional 60,000 Section 8 
vouchers. The VA–HUD Appropriations 
Conference Report also reiterates the 
need for Community Builders in HUD 
to help bring important HUD programs 
to an increasing number of Americans. 

This legislation will help address the 
affordable housing shortage in my 
state of South Dakota. Currently, 
South Dakota families in need of hous-
ing assistance spend an average of 9 
months on a waiting list for current 
Section 8 vouchers. While not helping 
all of those in need, the additional Sec-
tion 8 vouchers contained in the VA– 
HUD Appropriations Conference Report 
will begin to shorten the time it takes 
for low-income families to receive 
much needed assistance. 

Community Builders will also be able 
to continue to work with South Dakota 
communities to increase access for af-
fordable housing. In the past, Commu-
nity Builders worked with the North-
eastern Council of Governments in 
South Dakota to spread information to 
several northeastern counties on the 
services that HUD provides, and how to 
access these services. Community 
Builders have facilitated FHA loans for 
the construction of affordable homes in 
Rapid City, while also helping the 
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Sioux Empire Housing Partnership be-
come a HUD-approved housing coun-
seling agency. The Community Builder 
program has begun to address the hous-
ing needs in historically underserved 
communities, including the Pine Ridge 
Indian Reservation. Community Build-
ers have enabled tribal leaders to bet-
ter utilize HUD’s programs to the ben-
efit of one of the most poor populations 
in the nation. 

I would like to thank Chairman BOND 
and Ranking Member MIKULSKI for im-
proving the VA–HUD Appropriations 
bill despite the strict budget con-
straints the committee faced. I believe 
it is a wise investment in our country’s 
future when we ensure that our work-
ing families have adequate housing, 
and I look forward to continue working 
with my colleagues to find ways to 
help South Dakota families and fami-
lies across the nation address their 
housing needs. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I sup-
port the conference agreement on ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2000 for the 
departments of Veterans Affairs, Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and other 
independent agencies. 

I thank Senator MIKULSKI and Sen-
ator BOND for their hard work and com-
mitment to providing adequate health 
care for our veterans and housing for 
our citizens. 

The conference agreement provides 
$19 billion for veterans health care, $1.7 
billion more than the President re-
quested. I am pleased that Congress 
has made a commitment to take care 
of our veterans. I do wish that we had 
agreed to Senator WELLSTONE’s amend-
ment to provide $20.3 billion, but I be-
lieve that our nation’s veterans will be 
cared for under this legislation. 

Mr. President, I am very pleased that 
housing needs will also be addressed 
with this legislation. First, the agree-
ment provides a much needed 60,000 ad-
ditional Section 8 vouchers. A far 
greater need for vouchers exists in 
California, let alone across the nation. 
But this is a much acknowledged vital 
step in the right direction towards ad-
dressing the housing needs for the 
poorest of Americans. Second, public 
housing, Housing for Persons With 
AIDS (HOPWA), and homeless assist-
ance programs will all experience an 
increase in funding. Third, the agree-
ment also provides additional tools for 
preserving existing affordable housing. 
Specifically, HUD will be provided with 
significant new legal authority to ad-
dress the Section 8 ‘‘opt-out’’ crisis— 
including longer contract renewal 
terms. Last, the agreement exhibits 
strong support for HUD’s Community 
Builder program. This program has 
been a key component of HUD’s re-
invention efforts and is working. I re-
ceived numerous letters from elected 
officials and nonprofit organizations 
throughout California expressing sup-
port for the Community Builder pro-

gram and am grateful that the con-
ference committee agreed to reinstate 
earlier cuts to the program. 

The conference agreement also ad-
dresses other key areas, such as the en-
vironment and space exploration and 
research. The Environmental Protec-
tion Agency will receive $7.59 billion to 
carry out its important functions. The 
National Aeronautical and Space Ad-
ministration is funded at $13.65 billion. 
I am pleased that the conferees agreed 
to restore the drastic cuts in NASA 
programs that were in the House 
version of the bill. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I call for 
the yeas and nays on the VA–HUD ap-
propriations conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on agreeing to the 
adoption of the conference report ac-
companying H.R. 2684, the VA–HUD ap-
propriations bill. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Connecticut (Mr. DODD) is absent 
because of family illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 93, 
nays 5, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 328 Leg.] 

YEAS—93 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—5 

Bayh 
Feingold 

Kyl 
McCain 

Voinovich 

NOT VOTING—2 

Dodd Kennedy 

The conference report was agreed to. 

Mr. BOND. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES—S. 
2990 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that with respect to 
H.R. 2990, the Chair now be authorized 
to appoint conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Presiding Officer (Mr. GORTON) 
appointed Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. GREGG, 
Mr. FRIST, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. NICK-
LES, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. ENZI, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. DODD, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER con-
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, in light of 

the agreement, there will be no further 
votes today. Members can expect a 
rollcall vote at 5:30 on Monday relative 
to an amendment to campaign finance 
reform or on any judicial nomination 
or other Executive Calendar matter 
that may be cleared for a vote. 

Let me emphasize, there will be a 
vote or votes at 5:30 on Monday. I hope 
an agreement can be worked out as to 
how to proceed on the campaign fi-
nance reform debate this afternoon. I 
had been willing to actually be in on 
Saturday to have debate on that and/or 
votes, but that was not well received 
on either side of the debate and on ei-
ther side of the aisle. So we will not be 
in session on Saturday. I am hoping we 
can have some good debate and we can 
get an agreement on some amendment 
or amendments, if we can get more 
than one done, that actually can be 
voted on Monday afternoon at 5:30. 

We will have votes on that or we will 
have a vote on probably a judicial 
nominee at that time, if that is what is 
necessary. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM 
ACT OF 1999—Resumed 

AMENDMENT NO. 2298 
(Purpose: To provide a complete substitute) 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment at the desk, and I ask 
for its consideration. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 

DASCHLE], for himself, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. REED, Mr. KERREY, and Mr. 
KERRY, proposes an amendment numbered 
2298. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

AMENDMENT NO. 2299 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2298 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2299 to 
amendment No. 2298. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, Thom-
as Paine, the famed orator of the 
American Revolution, once offered an 
explanation for why corrupt systems 
last so long. He said: 

A long habit of not thinking a thing wrong 
gives it a superficial appearance of being 
right, and raises, at first, a formidable cry in 
defense of custom. 

That is certainly true of the way we 
pay for campaigns in this country. Our 
reliance on special interest money to 
run political campaigns is such an old 
habit that for a long time it had the 
superficial appearance of being right 
but not anymore. 

While there is still a vocal minority 
who deny it, a clear majority in this 
Congress, and an overwhelming major-
ity of the American people, know that 
our current campaign finance system is 
broken. 

The American people understand 
that special-interest money too often 
determines who runs, who wins, and 
how they govern. 

Opponents of change tell us that no 
one cares much about campaign fi-
nance reform. 

I believe they’re mistaken. 
I believe the tide has turned. 
Instead of hearing a ‘‘formidable cry 

in defense of custom,’’ to use Tom 
Paine’s expression, what we are hear-
ing now is a growing demand for 
change. 

One of the newest voices demanding 
change belongs to a group of more than 
200 CEOs of major corporations. They 

call themselves the Committee for Eco-
nomic Development, and many of them 
are Republican. They’re pushing for a 
ban on soft money because, they say, 
they’re ‘‘tired of being shaken down’’ 
by politicians looking for campaign 
contributions. 

They, like the rest of America, will 
be watching this debate, Mr. President. 

Another reason I believe the tide has 
turned is because this election cycle 
has gotten off to such an ominous 
start. 

At both the Presidential and congres-
sional level, we are on pace to shatter 
all previous records. 

During the first six months of this 
year, soft money donations—the unlim-
ited, unregulated contributions to po-
litical parties—were already 80 percent 
above where they were at this point in 
the last Presidential election cycle, in 
1995. 

There really are no limits any more, 
Mr. President. We all know that. 

The current system is more loophole 
than law. 

Opponents argue that our Constitu-
tion forbids us from correcting the 
worst abuses in the system. I disagree 
with their pinched interpretation of 
our Constitution. In any case, I believe 
our conscience demands that we at 
least try to fix the system. 

And so during this debate, Senator 
TORRICELLI and I, and others, will offer 
the Shays-Meehan plan. 

As I said, I have great admiration 
and respect for what Senator FEINGOLD 
and Senator MCCAIN have attempted to 
achieve. But I believe we can—and 
must—go further than their bill now 
allows. 

Shays-Meehan is fair. It does not 
place one party or another at an advan-
tage. It treats incumbents and chal-
lengers in both parties fairly. 

Shays-Meehan is bipartisan. 
Shays-Meehan is passable. It has al-

ready passed the House. It is signable. 
The President will sign it into law. 

Most importantly, Shays-Meehan is 
comprehensive. Not only does it ban 
unregulated ‘‘soft money’’ to political 
parties—the biggest loophole in the 
current system—it also prevents soft 
money from being re-channeled to out-
side groups for phony ‘‘issue ads.’’ 

This is critically important, Mr. 
President. 

Spending on sham ‘‘issue ads’’ by ad-
vocacy groups and special interests 
more than doubled between the ’96 and 
’98 election cycles—to somewhere be-
tween $275 million and $340 million. 

A 1997 study by the respected 
Annenberg Public Policy Center at the 
University of Pennsylvania found that 
phony ‘‘issue ads’’ are nearly identical 
to campaign ads—with two exceptions. 
The ‘‘issue ads’’ are more attack-ori-
ented and personal. And, it is harder to 
identify the sponsor. These ads epito-
mize the negative campaigning—with-
out any accountability—the public so 
dislikes. 

Shays-Meehan closes the ‘‘issue ad’’ 
loophole. It does so by applying exist-
ing rules to ads targeting specific can-
didates that are run by advocacy 
groups within 60 days of an election. 

It does not silence anyone. It merely 
says, if you want to participate in the 
election process, you have to follow the 
rules. 

In addition to closing the ‘‘soft 
money’’ and ‘‘issue ad’’ loopholes, 
Shays-Meehan makes two other impor-
tant changes. 

First, it provides for expanded and 
speedier disclosure of both campaign 
contributions and expenditures—plus, 
stiffer penalties for anyone who vio-
lates the requirements. 

Second, it bans direct and indirect 
foreign contributions to political cam-
paigns. 

Shays-Meehan won a bipartisan ma-
jority in the other body, Mr. President. 
It deserves the same in this Senate. 

When a person gives money to a 
judge who is deciding his case, we call 
that bribery. But when special inter-
ests give money to politicians who vote 
on bills that help or hurt them, we call 
that ‘‘business as usual.’’ 

Some mistakenly call it ‘‘free 
speech.’’ 

Let’s be very clear: Shays-Meehan is 
not an attack on free speech. It ad-
vances free speech by ensuring that 
those with the biggest checkbooks are 
not the only voices that are heard. 

Shays-Meehan represents extraor-
dinarily modest reforms. 

It doesn’t fix every problem with our 
current system. But it bans the worst 
excesses. 

It is not a panacea. But it is a cred-
ible and necessary first step in rebuild-
ing people’s trust in government. 

I have no doubt we will hear a great 
deal over the next few days about 
abuses of the current system. 

There are abuses—on both sides of 
the aisle. That’s why we’re having this 
debate. 

But it’s not enough just to decry the 
abuses. If you’re really outraged by the 
abuses, fix the system that invites 
them. 

Defenders of the status quo have 
tried to dissuade some of us from sup-
porting real reform by warning how 
much it might cost us in lost campaign 
contributions. 

What about how much the current 
system costs us in lost credibility? 

Listen to this quote: 
Senators and Representatives, faced inces-

santly with the need to raise ever more funds 
to fuel their campaigns, can scarcely avoid 
weighing every decision against the question 
‘‘How will this affect my fundraising pros-
pects.’’ rather than ‘‘How will this affect the 
national interest?’’ 

Do you know who said that? 
It wasn’t some Pollyanna progres-

sive. 
That was Barry Goldwater, in 1995. 
And even if we don’t make those 

kinds of calculations, it doesn’t mat-
ter. No one has to prove that money in-
fluences our votes. It’s damaging 
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enough that people believe money in-
fluences our votes. 

There are other ways the current sys-
tem costs us as well. Like the cost of 
endless fundraising. The demeaning, 
demanding money chase. 

In 1998, it cost an average of $4.9 mil-
lion to run a successful Senate cam-
paign. 

To raise that kind of money, you 
have to bring nearly $16,000 a week, 
every week, for 6 years. That is the 
minimum it takes. Some people have 
to raise twice that much. 

And we all know what that means. It 
means we spend hours and hours in 
campaign offices, dialing for dollars, 
instead of doing what people sent us 
here to do. 

It means running to fundraisers 
every night—sometimes two and three 
a night—instead of working on prob-
lems that affect families—or maybe 
just having dinner every once in a 
while with our own families. 

But the biggest cost of the current 
system is the cynicism it produces in 
people. 

The American people are disgusted, 
and they feel disenfranchised, by the 
current system. 

Every election cycle, the amount of 
money goes up, and voting goes down. 

Defenders of the status quo say we 
need soft money for ‘‘party building’’ 
activities—like ‘‘get out the vote’’ 
drives. 

If you really want to get out the 
vote, get the money out of politics! 

Pass Shays-Meehan. 
We expect opponents will use every 

procedural trick and advantage they 
can think of to try to block any real 
reform. They will offer amendments 
not to strengthen our proposal, but to 
sink it. 

They should know: The American 
people understand that game. They can 
tell the differences between protecting 
principles, and protecting partisan ad-
vantage. 

We make this pledge at the beginning 
of this debate: If Shays-Meehan does 
not pass, we will do everything we can 
to build a coalition for real reform. 

We will work with Senator FEINGOLD 
and Senator MCCAIN to strengthen 
their proposal and make it, once again, 
a comprehensive plan. 

When you read the history of cam-
paign finance, one of the names that 
stands out is Mark Hanna. U.S. Sen-
ator. Wealthy businessman. Ohio polit-
ical boss. And head, at the turn of the 
last century, of his national political 
party. 

Mark Hanna is widely credited with 
being the father of systemic campaign 
fundraising techniques. 

He introduced the concept, for in-
stance, of regularly assessing busi-
nesses for contributions to his party, 
based on their ‘‘share in the general 
prosperity.’’ 

He also introduced the first modern 
political advertising operation. 

In 1895, Mark Hanna remarked that 
‘‘there are two things that are impor-
tant in politics. The first is money— 
and I can’t remember what the second 
one is.’’ 

Mr. President, I believe Senator 
Hanna got it wrong. Money isn’t the 
most important thing in politics. In-
tegrity is. 

Integrity is essential to democracy. 
Without integrity we lose public con-
fidence. And without public confidence, 
a democratic government loses its abil-
ity to function. 

We all know—whether we will admit 
it or not—that the current system is 
broken. 

I hope we can work together. I hope 
we can come up with a comprehensive, 
workable plan to fix it. 

The currency of politics should be 
ideas—not cash. 

CLOTURE MOTIONS 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I send 

two cloture motions to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the motion to invoke 
cloture. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the 
Daschle amendment, No. 2298, to S. 1593: 

Tom Daschle, Chuck Robb, Mary L. 
Landrieu, Joseph Lieberman, Jack 
Reed, Max Baucus, Barbara Boxer, 
Richard H. Bryan, Jeff Bingaman, Tim 
Johnson, Harry Reid, Robert G. 
Torricelli, Blanche L. Lincoln, Dianne 
Feinstein, Jay Rockefeller, Richard J. 
Durbin, Daniel K. Akaka, Ron Wyden, 
Byron L. Dorgan, and Tom Harkin. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the second cloture 
motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the Reid 
of Nevada amendment No. 2299: 

Tom Daschle, Chuck Robb, Barbara 
Boxer, Joseph Lieberman, Jack Reed, 
Richard H. Bryan, Jeff Bingaman, Tim 
Johnson, Harry Reid, Blanche L. Lin-
coln, Dianne Feinstein, Jay Rocke-
feller, Richard J. Durbin, Daniel K. 
Akaka, Ron Wyden, Byron L. Dorgan, 
Tom Harkin, and Barbara Mikulski. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to express my strong support for 
the amendment offered by the minority 
leader and the Senator from New Jer-
sey. As you know, this amendment is 
almost identical to the Shays-Meehan 
bill that passed the House of Rep-
resentatives by a decisive, bipartisan 
vote of 252–177. It is time for the Senate 
to show the same courage and pass this 
important legislation. 

As I enter my eleventh political cam-
paign and my fourth California state-

wide election, I am one who knows a 
little about the dynamics of cam-
paigning in expensive races. In the 1990 
race for Governor, I had to raise about 
$23 million. In the first race the Sen-
ate, $8 million; in the second race, $14 
million. In 1994, my opponent spent 
nearly $30 million in his attempt to de-
feat me. My experiences have led me to 
believe that the current campaign fi-
nance system is badly flawed and in 
need of overhaul. 

Since 1976, the first election after the 
last major revision of campaign fi-
nance laws, the average cost of a win-
ning Senate race went from $609,000 to 
$3.8 million in 1998. The average cost 
for a winning House candidate rose 
from $87,000 in 1976 to $679,000 in 1998. 

Campaigns in 2000 are very different 
than they were in 1976. Clearly, our 
campaign finance system must be re-
formed to reflect these differences. 

I have been a strong supporter of fed-
eral campaign finance reform since my 
first election to the Senate. Campaigns 
simply cost too much and it is long 
past time that Congress does some-
thing about it. 

I believe very strongly that this will 
be the final real opportunity this mil-
lennium to make significant structural 
reforms to our campaign finance sys-
tem. Two of the fundamental changes 
that I believe must be made are a com-
plete ban on soft money contributions 
to political parties and making inde-
pendent campaign ads subject to con-
tribution limits and disclosure require-
ments as are a candidate’s campaign 
ads. 

While I have a great deal of respect 
for the persistence the Senators from 
Arizona and Wisconsin have dem-
onstrated in pushing the Senate to act 
on campaign finance reform, I am con-
cerned that the underlying bill, S. 1953, 
is too narrow to constitute a real re-
form of the campaign finance system. 
Banning soft money without address-
ing issue advocacy will simply redirect 
the flow of undisclosed money in cam-
paigns. Instead of giving soft money to 
political parties, the same dollars will 
be turned into ‘‘independent’’ ads. 

The issues of soft money ban and 
independent advertisements go hand in 
hand and one can not be addressed 
without the other. 

SOFT MONEY BAN 
The ability of corporations, unions, 

and wealthy individuals to give unlim-
ited amounts of soft money to political 
parties is the largest single loophole in 
the current campaign finance struc-
ture. The lack of restrictions on soft 
money enables anonymous individuals 
and anonymous organizations to play a 
major role in campaigns. They can hit 
hard and no one knows from where the 
hit is coming. The form that soft 
money is increasingly taking is nega-
tive, attack ads that distort, mislead, 
and misrepresent a candidates position 
on issues. These ads have become the 
scourge of the electoral process. 
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This is the third time in as many 

years that the Senate has had the op-
portunity to pass meaningful campaign 
finance legislation. Last year, a minor-
ity of Senators blocked its passage and 
they appear poised to do so again. 

The consequence of this action is 
clear: voters will continue to become 
disenchanted with the political process 
and the flow of money into campaigns 
and the access it buys will continue to 
grow. 

The numbers speak for themselves. 
According to the Federal Election 
Commission, the Republican party 
raised $131 million in soft money dur-
ing the 1998 election cycle. That is a 149 
percent increase over the last mid- 
term election in 1994. The Democratic 
party is not much better. We raised 
$91.5 million, a 89 percent increase. 

Soft money contributions are con-
tinuing to rise. In the first 6 months of 
this year, Republicans raised $30.9 mil-
lion. 42 percent more than in the first 
six months of the 1997–98 election 
cycle. Democrats raised $26.4 million, a 
93 percent increase. 

One organization, Public Citizen, es-
timates that soft money spending this 
election cycle will exceed $500 million. 
That is double the amount spent in the 
last presidential election cycle and six 
times as much as in 1992. 

At some point this escalation of cam-
paign spending has got to stop. We sim-
ply cannot continue down this path. A 
complete ban on soft money contribu-
tions to political parties is the first 
and most basic way to reduce the 
amount of money in our campaigns. 

ISSUE ADVOCACY 
That brings me to the other dis-

turbing trend in the American political 
system: the rise of issue advocacy. This 
campaign loophole allows unions, cor-
porations, and wealthy individuals to 
influence elections without being sub-
ject to disclosure or expenditure re-
strictions. 

During last year’s debate, I men-
tioned a study released by the 
Annenberg Public Policy Center that 
estimated that during the 1995–96 elec-
tion cycle independent groups spent be-
tween $135 and $150 million on issue ad-
vocacy. 

The Center has done a similar study 
for the 1997–98 cycle and the result is 
quite disturbing. They estimate that 
the amount spent on issue advocacy 
more than doubled to between $275 mil-
lion and $340 million. 

These ads do not use the so-called 
‘‘magic words’’ that the Supreme Court 
identified as express advocacy and, 
therefore, are not subject to FEC regu-
lation. The Annenberg study found, 
however, that 53.4 percent of the issue 
ads mentioned a candidate up for elec-
tion. 

The Center found another unfortu-
nate twist to issue advocacy. Prior to 
September 1, 1998, that is in the first 22 
months of the election cycle, only 35.3 

percent of issue ads mentioned a can-
didate and 81.3 percent of the ads re-
ferred to a piece of legislation or a reg-
ulatory issue. 

After September 1, 1998, during the 
last 2 months of the campaign, a dra-
matic shift occurred. The proportion of 
ads naming specific candidates rose to 
80.1 percent and those mentioning leg-
islation fell to 21.6 percent. 

A similar shift can be seen in terms 
of attack ads. Prior to September 1, 
33.7 percent of all ads were attack ori-
ented. After September 1, over half 
were. 

These findings clearly demonstrate 
that as election day gets closer, issue 
ads become more candidate oriented 
and more negative. This kind of un-
regulated attack advertisements are 
poisoning the process and driving vot-
ers away from the polls. 

The amendment offered by the mi-
nority leader defines ‘‘express advo-
cacy’’ communications as advocating 
election or defeat of candidate by: 
First, using explicit phrases, words, or 
slogans that have no other reasonable 
meaning than influence elections; sec-
ond, referring to a candidate in a paid 
radio or TV broadcast ad that runs 
within 60 days of election; or third, ex-
pressing unmistakable, unambiguous 
election advocacy. 

This provision draws a clear line be-
tween true issue advertising and elec-
tioneering activities. It is an impor-
tant part of any real reform effort and 
I applaud the minority leader for see-
ing that we have an opportunity to 
vote on it. 

OTHER ISSUES 
This amendment also contains a 

number of important issues that are 
not contained in the underlying bill. I 
understand the sponsors of the bill re-
moved them in an attempt to force a 
straight up or down vote on the soft 
money ban. I do feel, however, that 
some of these provisions will signifi-
cantly improve the campaign finance 
system and are worth mentioning. 

The bill mandates electronic filing; 
allows the FEC to conduct random au-
dits of campaigns within 12 months of 
an election; makes it easier for the 
FEC to initiate enforcement action; 
and increases penalties for knowing 
and willful violations of election law. 

This amendment would lower the 
threshold for disclosure of contribu-
tions from $200 to $50. It would prevent 
candidates from depositing contribu-
tions of $200 if the disclosure require-
ments are not complete. It would also 
require the FEC to post contribution 
information on the Internet within 24 
hours of receipt. 

These are commonsense steps to 
making our elections more open to the 
public. Voters are increasingly feeling 
cut out of the political process. By al-
lowing an open window into our cam-
paigns, we can begin the process of re-
connecting with voters. 

In closing, Mr. President, I want to 
again thank the Senators from Arizona 
and Wisconsin. Without their leader-
ship on this issue we would not have 
come as far as we have. 

This body is now faced with a choice. 
We have been at this same point sev-
eral times in the last couple of years 
and each time we have failed to act and 
each time the American public has 
grown more cynical and lost more con-
fidence in their government. 

With the passing of every election, it 
becomes more and more clear that our 
campaign system desperately needs re-
form. I remain hopeful that this is the 
year that Congress can finally come to-
gether in support of legislation that 
brings about a real improvement in our 
campaign system. Let’s make the first 
election of the twenty-first century 
one of which we can be proud. I urge 
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I regret 
that I cannot support this amendment 
at this time. I want to make it clear 
why. 

The amendment would essentially re-
store all of the provisions of S. 26, 
which is the original McCain-Feingold 
legislation to this bill. I still support 
those provisions and strongly believe 
that most, if not all, should be enacted 
into law. Now is not the time to do so. 

My good friend, RUSS FEINGOLD, and I 
spent much time debating as to how we 
could move forward on the subject of 
campaign finance reform. We, along 
with many others who have supported 
this effort for many years, came to the 
conclusion that some reform is better 
than no reform. Unfortunately, if this 
amendment is adopted, a political 
point will be made, but reform will be 
doomed, and the sponsors of this 
present amendment are very well 
aware of that. 

We all know there are 52 votes for S. 
26. We all know that. We went through 
a long period of debate and amending. 
We know there are 52 votes. Tell me 
where the additional 8 votes are for S. 
26, and I will be the first to sign on and 
support this. 

I ask my dear friends who just pro-
pounded what is basically McCain- 
Feingold, where are the votes? I think 
the answer is obvious. 

What we have tried to do in pro-
posing a ban on soft money and a codi-
fication of that is to start a process 
which has succeeded in this great delib-
erative body over many years with 
amendments and disposal of amend-
ments, up or down, and improving the 
bill but letting the Senate work its 
will. We have already picked up one ad-
ditional vote. I am told there are other 
Members on this side of the aisle who 
are considering supporting this legisla-
tion. 

But it is also clear that those same 
people who are leaning towards sup-
porting would not vote for S. 26 in its 
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entirety because of their strongly 
held—although I don’t agree, I respect 
their views—view that the independent 
campaign aspect of the original 
McCain-Feingold has constitutional 
difficulties associated with it. 

We know the facts. We need 60 votes 
to prevail, and 52, while a majority, is 
not enough and will not be until the 
rules of the Senate are changed where 
51 votes are necessary for passage. 

For some time, I hoped that my col-
leagues who oppose reform would allow 
a majority in both bodies to prevail 
and do what the vast majority of the 
American public desires. But the oppo-
nents of reform, defenders of the status 
quo, won’t cede their rights. 

I have learned from previous debates 
on other matters not to let the perfect 
be the enemy of the good. The bill be-
fore the Senate represents a modest 
step but a very important step forward. 

I want to emphasize that point again. 
If we can pass the underlying bill, we 
will have made an extremely impor-
tant and vitally needed step forward. 

There is no observer of this issue of 
campaign finance reform who does not 
disagree that banning of soft money 
would have an important and salutary 
effect on the evils and ills of the 
present campaign finance system. 
There is no objective observer, whether 
they are for or against campaign fi-
nance reform, who would deny that the 
single act about allowing soft money 
would have a significant effect on the 
present system. 

Do I personally desire that a more 
comprehensive bill be passed into law? 
Yes. In my 16 years in the Congress, I 
have learned to be a realist. 

Simply put, if this amendment is ac-
cepted, campaign finance reform will 
be dead. There will be no reform this 
year and most likely next year. During 
that period, I am sure that more loop-
holes in the current system will be 
found and exploited. Public cynicism 
will have grown and, unfortunately, 
nothing will have changed except the 
same political points will have been 
made once again and, undoubtedly, 
more and more money will be awash in 
our political process. 

The New York Times had it right on 
14 October. Let me quote: 

An important but little-noticed boost was 
given to campaign finance reform in the Sen-
ate this week. Sam Brownback of Kansas be-
came the eighth Republican to break with 
his party’s leadership and support the 
McCain-Feingold soft-money ban, scheduled 
for debate today. There are now 53 votes to 
choke off a Republican-led filibuster and 
pass the bill, only seven votes short of what 
is needed. The pressure is mounting on other 
Republicans to support reform. But amid 
these favorable developments, a move by 
Robert Torricelli and some other Democratic 
supporters of reform could undercut the 
cause. 

The risk is posed by a Democratic attempt 
to block Senators John McCain and Russell 
Feingold from advancing a stripped-down 
version of their reform legislation. The new 

McCain-Feingold bill would omit a section 
preventing independent groups from raising 
unlimited money for sham campaign ads two 
months before an election. Some Repub-
licans say that because that section threat-
ens free speech, they cannot go along with 
the central objective of reform, which is to 
ban unlimited donations to campaigns waged 
by political parties. Shrinking the bill to a 
simple soft-money ban for parties has paid 
off. Senator Brownback is on board and 
other Senate Republicans may follow. 

Mr. Torricelli and the Democratic Senate 
leader, Tom Daschle, are nonetheless deter-
mined today to scrap the new McCain-Fein-
gold bill and substitute the original bill, 
with the limits on independent groups. This 
is a serious tactical mistake that raises 
questions about the Democrats’ commitment 
to campaign finance reform. They ought to 
know that the bill they are pushing does not 
have the votes to break a filibuster, whereas 
the revised McCain-Feingold bill has a 
chance of getting them. 

It would be especially grievous if their 
move played into the destructive tactics of 
Senator Mitch McConnell of Kentucky and 
other Republican foes of reform. Mr. McCon-
nell might even try to deliver enough votes 
for the Democratic move, allowing it to pass 
because in the end the bill in that form will 
surely die. 

Some Democrats, noting that the House 
passed its broader Shays-Meehan reform last 
month, warn that a narrower bill in the Sen-
ate will not survive either. But Mr. 
Brownback’s courageous move makes it 
worth a try. 

Mr. President, I think the New York 
Times has it right. I think we should 
determine that this would be viewed by 
many as a cynical ploy which would as-
sure the failure of campaign finance re-
form. 

I believe we need to vote down this 
amendment, return to what has given 
those who have been laboring on this 
issue for many years, some optimism, 
and to go back to a process where there 
are amendments on the specific issues. 
If we correctly debate and amend this 
issue, each one of those provisions of 
the original provisions of McCain-Fein-
gold will be brought up for consider-
ation, voted, and the body will work its 
will. 

It is abundantly clear that if this 
amendment is adopted, it is the end of 
campaign finance reform. Have no 
doubt about the effect of this amend-
ment. No one should have any doubt 
about the effect of this amendment. I 
hope that is well understood by Ameri-
cans all over this country who have 
committed themselves, people such as 
‘‘Granny D,’’ who yesterday visited 
with me and Senator FEINGOLD. She 
has walked across this country. People 
have committed themselves to reform-
ing this system. People such as her all 
over America deserve better than what 
is being done with this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, 

every Senator who has taken the floor 
has given the appropriate compliments 
to Senator FEINGOLD and Senator 

MCCAIN. I will be no exception. Con-
gress has been considering campaign fi-
nance reform for more than a decade. 
There have been, by my estimation, 
3,000 speeches made on the floor of the 
Senate for campaign finance reform, 
some 6,500 pages of CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, 300 pieces of legislation. In-
deed, we would not be at this moment 
without Senator FEINGOLD or Senator 
MCCAIN. They deserve that credit. 

I found their arguments in recent 
years so persuasive that I am today 
joining Senator DASCHLE in presenting 
their own legislation. The original 
McCain-Feingold bill, which found its 
way to the House of Representatives, is 
before the Senate now as the Shays- 
Meehan legislation. Similar in content 
and purpose, it is comprehensive cam-
paign finance reform. 

Regarding advocacy of that reform, I 
take a second place to no Member in 
my years in the Congress. I have never 
voted against campaign finance re-
form, and I never will. I believe the in-
tegrity of this system of government 
and the confidence of the American 
people is at issue. It is not by chance 
that only a third of the American peo-
ple are participating in some elections. 
Even in the choice of the Presidency of 
the United States, with those not reg-
istered and those not choosing to vote 
in many of our localities and States, 
half of the American people are not 
participating. It is not that they do not 
recognize the choice is important. I do 
not believe they have a lack of con-
fidence in our country. They do not re-
spect the process because they believe 
they do not have an equal position, and 
it is money that is the heart of that 
problem. 

When we entered into this new phase 
of campaign finance reform 2 years 
ago, along with most Members of this 
institution, I had great ambitions for 
how far we could go with reform. In-
deed, in private conversation, almost 
every Member of this Senate knows the 
fundamentals of comprehensive reform. 
We started with such ambition. We 
were going to subject all independent 
advocacy groups in issue advertising to 
the rules of the FEC. We were going to 
require full and immediate disclosure 
by all contributors. We were going to 
ban soft money to the political parties. 
We were going to prohibit foreign in-
terests. We were going to reduce the 
cost of television time. We even dis-
cussed the subsidies of mail to inform 
voters. 

One by one almost every one of these 
reforms has been eliminated from the 
legislation. Political cultures in all of 
our States are different. In my State, 
in Florida, Illinois, Massachusetts, 
Texas, and California, I don’t believe 
real campaign finance reform is pos-
sible without reducing the cost of tele-
vision advertising. There is a reason 
for the spiraling rise of campaign 
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spending; it is the cost of television ad-
vertising. In each of the large metro-
politan areas, 90 percent of the money 
goes to feed the television networks. 
That was the first reform to be elimi-
nated. 

Then there was the advocacy of sub-
sidized mail. It went the way of public 
finance—one by one by one. Yet, be-
cause the need for reform is so over-
whelming and the public confidence is 
so much in question, I joined in the 
last Congress with Senator MCCAIN and 
Senator FEINGOLD and reluctantly sup-
ported their legislation. Although I be-
lieve these critical provisions for the 
reduced cost of television advertising 
were essential for reform in my area of 
the country, I joined in support of the 
McCain-Feingold. That was to be fol-
lowed by the House of Representatives 
which reached the same judgment in a 
historic vote for Shays-Meehan. 

That brings the Senate to this mo-
ment. In a frustration I share with 
other advocates of campaign finance 
reform, the mantra of the day has be-
come: Do something, do anything. Pass 
some legislation. Call it reform. Let’s 
put the problem behind us. 

If only it were so easy. 
The new legislation presented by 

Senators MCCAIN and FEINGOLD has a 
single objective: to eliminate soft 
money fundraising from Democratic 
and Republican Parties. It is a worth-
while objective, but it does raise the 
prospect that if passed it will eliminate 
the chance to have any further cam-
paign finance reform. If history is any 
guide, every decade we get one chance 
to redesign this system. We are largely 
still governed by the Watergate re-
forms of 1974. Through a series of court 
rulings and FEC decisions, they clearly 
are no longer producing a system that 
was once envisioned. If we institute but 
this single change, we will not create a 
new system of our design but, in my 
judgment, be governed by the law of 
unintended consequences. 

Let’s look for a moment at this new 
national campaign system. If Senator 
DASCHLE and I fail and the House of 
Representatives legislation in Shays- 
Meehan is rejected and instead we 
adopt this very narrow reform as envi-
sioned by Senators MCCAIN and FEIN-
GOLD, we eliminate soft money fund-
raising by the political parties, but it 
is maintained for issue advocacy and 
independent expenditures. 

The principal rise in campaign adver-
tising in recent years is not the polit-
ical parties; it is this independent ad-
vocacy expenditure. This chart tells 
the story. In 1998, the Democratic and 
Republican Parties spent $64 million in 
issue advocacy spending; nonparty ad-
vocacy groups spent $276 million, rising 
at a rate of 300 percent cycle to cycle. 

In my hand I have the list of 70 advo-
cacy groups. It begins alphabetically 
with the AFL–CIO and ends with the 
Vietnam Veterans. In between are 

many organizations I support and be-
lieve have a worthwhile contribution 
to the national political debate; some I 
note I do not believe have great con-
tributions to the political debate. But 
they are all heard—in the last election 
cycle, $276 million worth of advocacy. 

The legislation before the Senate by 
Senators FEINGOLD and MCCAIN does 
nothing about the expenditures, noth-
ing. Nothing. Many exist as nonprofit 
tax-free organizations under the IRS 
Code. From whom they raise money is 
unknown. As to the sources of their 
contributions, no one in this Senate 
could attest. They often exist before 
the public eye as names that misrepre-
sent their purpose and are designed to 
shield their objectives. They are not 
just a part of the national political ad-
vertising debate; they are coming to 
dominate it. 

What is this new campaign finance 
world that will be produced if Senator 
DASCHLE and I fail and the House of 
Representatives Shays-Meehan legisla-
tion is rejected? A national political 
debate that is fought by surrogates. 
The Democratic and Republican Par-
ties will be within FEC rules, raising 
money only at $1,000 per person, $50 a 
person, $100 a person—a good system, 
where every name will be known, lim-
its will be imposed to reasonable 
amounts. But over our heads will be a 
far larger contest fought by the AFL– 
CIO, with millions more dollars of ex-
penditures, the Christian Coalition, 
anti-abortion groups, chemical compa-
nies, automobile companies, steel com-
panies, that will spend millions, in-
deed, if history now is any guide, hun-
dreds of millions of dollars of advo-
cacy. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. REID. Yesterday, in a colloquy I 
had with the senior Senator from Ari-
zona, we established that in the very 
sparsely populated State of Nevada, in 
the last general election—I was a can-
didate, HARRY REID, running for elec-
tion, and John Ensign, Congressman 
Ensign, was running for my seat—we 
spent over $20 million in our direct 
campaigns and in the soft money. That 
is established. You can determine how 
much that is. 

The Senator would acknowledge 
that; is that right? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I would. 
Mr. REID. Yet to this day, a year 

after the election, we do not know how 
much money was spent by these out-
side groups you are talking about, the 
NRA, the League of Conservation Vot-
ers, the truckers—— 

Mr. TORRICELLI. You don’t know 
how much was spent or who spent it? 

Mr. REID. No; nor where their money 
came from. Is that the point the Sen-
ator is making? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. It is the central 
point. The proper system is the full dis-

closures we have for the Democratic 
and Republican Parties; limit those po-
litical parties just to these hard money 
contributions within the law, but ex-
tend that to all Americans who partici-
pate in the national political debate. 

The fact that my colleague, as a Sen-
ator, has accounted for every dollar he 
has raised, and he did so within limits, 
but these major groups enter his State 
either on his behalf or against his can-
didacy, yet my colleague doesn’t know 
who they are or where their money is 
coming from and to whom they are ac-
countable, is the heart of the problem. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from 
New Jersey, in the election that was 
held in the State of Nevada last year, 
Congressman Ensign and Senator REID 
never really campaigned because of all 
the outside influences. Our campaigns 
were buried in all these independent 
expenditures and State party expendi-
tures. 

At least with my campaign, and that 
of the State party, anyone in the world 
can find out how much money was 
spent. But for the independent expendi-
tures, no one in the world can find out 
what money was spent. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I point out to the 
Senator from Nevada, this is not sim-
ply a problem with our adversaries; 
sometimes it is a problem with our al-
lies. 

When I go to the people of New Jer-
sey, I want to present to them who I 
am and what I want to do, what my 
record is as a Senator. Groups whose 
support I am very proud of—AFL–CIO, 
National Abortion Rights League, Si-
erra Club, environmental groups—I am 
proud to have their support, but I don’t 
want them presenting my campaign. 
Under the system that would be in 
place if Shays-Meehan were rejected, 
the political parties would be further 
restricted from advertising. I think 
they should be restricted with soft 
money. But if these advocacy groups 
were to take over, they would hijack 
your campaign; they would tell the 
people of your State what you were for 
and what you were against. 

It is not only your adversaries who 
will be out there presenting a cam-
paign against you with these enormous 
amounts of money, it is even your al-
lies who are not so restricted. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, in the 
election of 1986, when Senator BRYAN 
was elected to the Senate, he was a sit-
ting Governor at the time. At that 
time, there were these ads that came 
from nowhere, hundreds of thousands 
of dollars of ads in the State of Nevada. 
These ads were talking about Social 
Security. 

One would think these ads were run 
by some organization that had some 
concern about Social Security. We 
learned later that those ads were being 
paid for by foreign auto dealers—talk-
ing about the United States of Amer-
ica’s Social Security plan. That is what 
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happens when these groups have unfet-
tered, unrestricted ability to spend 
money on any subject they want for 
any cause they want. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Let me say to the 
Senator from Nevada, that is not 
atypical. Health care in this country 
has been undermined by advocacy of 
insurance companies whose principal 
interest is not the delivery of quality 
health care to people who are currently 
uninsured, but they stand behind these 
blind advertising campaigns where no 
one knows where the money comes 
from. 

Just as in the campaign of my col-
league from Nevada, we have polluters 
who are running ads on environmental 
protection; we have people on con-
sumer safety who are representing 
groups that are damaging to individual 
consumers. That is because none of 
these groups is disclosable and none is 
accountable. 

In the current system, bad as it is, 
while these groups can run these adver-
tising campaigns, the political parties 
are also raising soft money and there is 
a chance to answer them. Now the po-
litical parties will no longer be able to 
raise these funds, but these advocacy 
groups will continue in an upward spi-
ral of spending. Senator DASCHLE’s 
point is, let’s eliminate this gross fund-
raising and these soft money expendi-
tures across the board within 60 days of 
an election by putting everybody under 
the FEC rules. 

Senator MCCAIN has said, ‘‘But that 
will not pass.’’ It may not. But it 
passed in the House of Representatives, 
and 60 Republicans came to join with 
the Democratic majority in passing it. 
We are not 20 or 30 or 40 votes from 
passing it in the Senate, we are 7 or 8. 
I would come back here every week of 
every month of every year until we re-
stored the integrity of this Govern-
ment and got comprehensive campaign 
finance reform. 

But the answer is not to lower our 
ambitions for campaign finance re-
form, to have a new, distorted system 
to make American politics fought by 
surrogates over the heads of can-
didates. The answer is to remain com-
mitted to this reform, reveal to the 
American people who is voting against 
it, who is stopping it, and let the 
American people decide. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend in con-
clusion—and I appreciate his allowing 
me to ask him a question or two—first 
of all, I hope beyond all hope the 
Shays-Meehan bill passes. That is the 
amendment that has been filed by our 
leader, the Democratic leader. I hope 
that passes. I am going to do every-
thing I can to make sure that passes. I 
hope we have Republicans of goodwill 
who will support that legislation. 

I have offered another amendment 
that would eliminate soft money. I re-
spect and appreciate what the Senator 
from New Jersey has said. Certainly 

there is merit to what he said. But I 
believe, as I think does most everyone 
in the Democratic conference, that 
even if Shays-Meehan for some reason 
fails, there will be a significant number 
of us, out of desperation regarding the 
system that is so bad in this country, 
who will support the so-called soft 
money ban. I hope we do not get to 
that. I hope Shays-Meehan passes. The 
Senator makes a compelling case for 
what might happen. I hope something 
short of that will happen and the soft 
money ban will bring some reality to 
the system. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

I note the problems of which I speak 
are not theoretical. Groups are already 
adjusting to the possibility that there 
will be a soft money ban in the polit-
ical parties but no Shays-Meehan re-
form. They therefore are adjusting to 
this new reality. Let me give an exam-
ple. 

Congressman DELAY has now formed 
a group, Citizens For A Republican 
Congress. He has gone to the wealthi-
est donors in the Nation, promising 
them a safe haven for anonymous and 
limitless contributions to the 2000 elec-
tions. He is reportedly planning on 
spending $25 to $30 million in 30 com-
petitive House races in soft money. 

So Congressman DELAY will now, if 
this happens in the Democratic and Re-
publican Parties, personally be direct-
ing a larger advertising campaign than 
the Democratic or Republican Parties 
in either House of Congress. 

The former advisers to Congressman 
DELAY are also forming a Republican 
issues majority committee, which is 
planning on spending $25 million. 

Already in a previous cycle, in the 
1996 cycle, Americans for Tax Reform 
received $4.6 million from the Repub-
lican National Committee that they 
were able to spend on issue advocacy. 

United Seniors Association spent $3 
million in direct mail in seven States 
in the 1996 election. They are an IRS 
tax-exempt 501(c)(4) social welfare or-
ganization. 

U.S. Term Limits, a 501(c)(3) tax-ex-
empt charitable organization, spent 
$1.8 million in 1996; 

Americans for Limited Terms, $1.8 
million in seven States; 

American Renewal, $400,000, a 
501(c)(3). 

These are charitable organizations. 
The Tax Code has these provisions for 
people who want to help churches, syn-
agogues, and Americans who are hurt 
and damaged, and to help build com-
munities. They are being used as a 
cover for political advertising and no 
longer simply a force on the fringes of 
American politics. 

Look at the chart I have on my left: 
1998 elections. Nonparty advocacy 
groups are two-thirds of all the issue 
ads in U.S. politics. The political par-
ties, Democratic and Republican Par-

ties, are one-third. If the sum total of 
the legislation offered by Mr. MCCAIN 
and Mr. FEINGOLD is that we will large-
ly eliminate this third, when a Senator 
stands here a year from now going over 
this same problem, this entire pie 
chart will be advocacy groups, many of 
them tax-free organizations that are 
hiding who is contributing to them, 
who is running them, where their 
money is coming from, often using dis-
guised names and running surrogate 
campaigns over the heads of political 
candidates. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I will be happy to 
yield to the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). The Senator from New Jersey 
has the floor and has agreed to yield 
for a question from the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, let 
me ask a question, if I can, about the 
chart I believe he has up at this time. 
Is the Senator from New Jersey aware 
the $276 million estimate of issue ad-
vertising in the 1998 cycle, which the 
Senator has there I believe, includes all 
issue advertising, not just ads that are 
so-called phony issue ads? Is the Sen-
ator aware this chart actually covers 
all issue ads? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I think I said it 
covers all. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. It covers the Harry 
and Louise type of ads, tobacco ads and 
ads just related to bills that do not 
have anything to do with campaigns di-
rectly. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. It covers all of 
those. I do not see that because they 
are dealing with an issue, they are not 
otherwise intending to influence an 
election. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Fair enough. I want-
ed to establish that. The chart the Sen-
ator from New Jersey is using relates 
to an entire election cycle, a 2-year pe-
riod, and it covers all sorts of ads. That 
means all kinds of true issue ads and 
so-called phony issue ads, as well as po-
litical party ads, are included in his 
chart. 

All three categories are in there. 
That is the basis on which he makes 
his argument. Is he aware the Shays- 
Meehan bill—which, of course, Senator 
MCCAIN and I essentially wrote in the 
first place—that he has offered as an 
amendment would have no effect on 
any ad aired before the last 2 months of 
an election campaign? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I am aware of it, 
and if it was my design, I would have it 
apply to issue advocacy ads throughout 
the calendar so everyone is equal. To 
quote Senator MCCAIN, making the per-
fect the enemy of the good, if it is your 
argument that because I cannot bring 
all issue advocacy under FEC hard 
money limits, therefore we should do 
none, that, I think, is to surrender the 
point and we will not make any 
progress. 
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Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, if the 

Senator will further yield, that is very 
interesting because it is essentially the 
same argument the Senator from New 
Jersey is using against the McCain- 
Feingold approach at this time which 
is, unless you do it all, it is not worth 
doing some because the soft money 
would flow to outside groups. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. My argument is, I 
believe, the Senator from Wisconsin 
and the Senator from Arizona are mak-
ing a premature retreat. I concede 
there may not be 60 votes in the Senate 
today for comprehensive campaign fi-
nance reform, but I do believe there is 
mounting public pressure. I believe 
Senators who vote against comprehen-
sive campaign finance reform, who will 
vote against us on cloture on the 
amendment offered by Senator 
DASCHLE, are accountable to the people 
in their States. In the House of Rep-
resentatives 2 years ago, the passage of 
comprehensive campaign finance re-
form was equally unlikely. Sixty Re-
publicans crossed the aisle to vote with 
Democrats for real reform. 

These numbers are untenable. You 
cannot explain to the American people 
that you allow this charade to con-
tinue of people hiding behind these 
groups and spending $1 million, $100,000 
contributions that are not accountable. 

I respect the Senator’s work, but I 
believe we would do better to remain 
on this. I believe, in the alternative, 
you are going to establish a system 
where these groups dominate American 
politics as you silence the political 
parties. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield for a ques-
tion? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I would, but Sen-
ator BENNETT is standing. If we could 
go to him next. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for yielding for a 
question, and I precede the question 
with a comment that I think the Sen-
ator from New Jersey is doing us a 
very worthwhile service in pointing out 
the reality of the world in which we 
would live if soft money were banned 
for political parties but not for every-
body else. I agree with the Senator 
from New Jersey, absolutely in his 
words, when he says the debate would 
be fought by surrogates which would 
take place over our heads, a far larger 
context. 

I ask the Senator to give us his opin-
ion of what would happen if Shays- 
Meehan, which he is endorsing, were to 
pass and then the Supreme Court were 
to strike down as unconstitutional the 
ban on issue ads by outside groups? 
Would that not, in fact, then leave us 
with the situation which the Senator 
from New Jersey is decrying, I think 
appropriately, as a bad system? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Senator BENNETT 
raises a very worthwhile point. Indeed, 
as Senator MCCONNELL has noted in a 

number of cases, this is all an inter-
esting debate. There are various sides 
trying to do good things, but the last 
word is in the Supreme Court, and, in-
deed, whether or not the Supreme 
Court will allow us to ban issue advo-
cacy through soft money contributions 
to advocacy groups or even the polit-
ical parties remains a question. 

If the Senator’s point is correct, we 
could end up in the same place with, I 
will concede to you, the current 
McCain-Feingold if the Court were to 
do so. Senator MCCONNELL has also 
pointed out it is a question of whether 
the Court will allow us to maintain the 
current limits on campaign fundraising 
in any case. Senators who vote on this 
should be aware that the Court, before 
we are concluded, will change probably 
much of what we are writing. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, if I 
can ask a further question of the Sen-
ator from New Jersey, if he is aware— 
I know he is aware because he is a very 
astute student of politics but maybe 
not aware enough to comment without 
further research—if he is aware of what 
has happened in the State of California 
where they have virtually unlimited 
initiative opportunities and virtually 
every truly contentious political issue 
is now decided by initiative rather 
than by the legislature and the amount 
of money that is spent in an initiative 
fight dwarfs any of the sums we are 
talking about here. 

In the State of California, when an 
initiative fight comes up over an issue, 
which traditionally would be handled 
by the State legislature, the special in-
terests on both sides of that fight rou-
tinely go over the hundreds of millions 
of dollars on both sides of the fight 
which dwarf the amount of money 
spent for a senatorial or gubernatorial 
race in that State. 

I ask if the Senator is aware of some 
of those particulars and if he will com-
ment on the implications of that on a 
national basis if we get to the point 
where issues are fought out by special 
interest groups with unlimited budgets 
being spent on both sides, the implica-
tions on the role of the legislature in 
its constitutional responsibility to con-
trol the legislative agenda. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. We may not be on 
the same side of the debate for com-
prehensive reform, but I think our dia-
log can help Senators understand the 
world in which we are entering, be-
cause if we, indeed, reject Shays-Mee-
han and only go to this narrow reform, 
that single adjustment is going to 
change the American political debate 
as we know it. The Senator has raised 
some of the means by which it will 
change. 

I will predict for the Senator the new 
environment in which we are going to 
live: The Democratic and Republican 
Parties that now receive great 
amounts of this soft money with a 
wink and a nod are simply going to di-

rect it to favorite organizations. In-
stead of soft money contributions com-
ing to the Republican National Com-
mittee, for example, people who are in-
terested in a particular issue are going 
to give it to an advocacy group. You 
will never know who they are. The con-
tribution will never be known, but the 
money will be redirected, and rather 
than leaders of the party deciding how 
to present the issue, those groups will 
do so. 

Second, I predict to you the Demo-
cratic and Republican Parties will es-
tablish their own independent wings, 
much like legally what Senator 
D’AMATO did with the Republican Sen-
atorial Campaign Committee. Down 
the hall, they put a new sign on the 
door, new incorporators, a new name, 
took money, and did issue advocacy. 

As long as you do that fully at arm’s 
length, it is fine to do. But the same 
soft money you think you are banning 
in the parties will now go to these 
independent groups or affiliated 
groups. Unless this is done comprehen-
sively, you are only going to have 
money flow in through different win-
dows. 

What bothers me the most is that the 
people who are most honest about the 
process and most committed to stop-
ping this abuse will suffer while those 
who are prepared to do the winks and 
nods, establishing the other organiza-
tions, working on some affiliated 
arm’s-length basis will succeed. In any 
case, we are not going to stop this 
money; we are going to redirect it. The 
only way to stop it, in my judgment, is 
comprehensive reform. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Will the Senator 
yield for a further question? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I am happy to. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. I think this is an ex-

tremely useful exchange that really 
goes to the core question about this 
legislation. I want to thank the Sen-
ator from New Jersey, even though we 
may come to different conclusions 
about specific tactics in what we do 
here. I thank the Senator for allowing 
us to talk about this because this is 
really what it is all about. Let me first 
reiterate my concern and ask a ques-
tion about the totality of the ads the 
Senator suggested on his charts. 

Would the Senator concede that 
when you are dealing with ads that 
simply have to do with legislation, 
prior to 60 days, let’s say, for exam-
ple—the kind of tobacco ads we have 
seen; the ads we have seen about the 
Patients’ Bill of Rights, the so-called 
Harry and Louise ads during the health 
care debate—there is no way under ei-
ther Shays-Meehan or under McCain- 
Feingold, or even under any other leg-
islation, we could prohibit those ads? Is 
that something with which the Senator 
would agree? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I think it is dif-
ficult to know how the Supreme Court 
is going to deal with all of this. But 

VerDate May 21 2004 08:44 Jun 14, 2004 Jkt 039102 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S15OC9.000 S15OC9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE25524 October 15, 1999 
certainly, if you get outside the 60 days 
and you are attempting to bring people 
under FEC regulations for issue advo-
cacy outside of the 60 days, your case 
will clearly be weakened. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I am specifically 
talking here about ads that do not talk 
about elections at all, they are simply 
talking about legislation. The Senator 
will concede, without a constitutional 
amendment, we could not prohibit such 
ads? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I don’t dispute 
that, although, indeed, if we were real-
ly doing comprehensive reform, which 
seems to be lost in the Senate, frankly, 
I would be going to that question on 
disclosability and tax deductibility and 
people remaining in tax-free status to 
do so. That would be comprehensive re-
form. But for the purpose of the argu-
ment, I will concede the point. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Fair enough. I think 
that is important because we have to 
distinguish here between the kinds of 
ads we are talking about. 

If it is the case, as the Senator from 
New Jersey suggests, that banning soft 
money will cause money to flow to 
phony issue ads, I think it is also rath-
er difficult to dispute—in fact, you 
seem to concede—if we prohibit that, 
that the money will just flow to ge-
neric issue ads as well. Isn’t that your 
likely scenario? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. That is the sce-
nario I predict. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Let me follow then 
to the really important question you 
are raising about the possibility of the 
attempts to evade our attempts to sim-
ply ban party soft money. 

I don’t doubt for a minute that the 
Senator is right, that the attempt will 
be made to evade the intent of the law, 
and in some cases it could succeed. But 
is the Senator aware that the McCain- 
Feingold soft money ban, the bill we 
have introduced, will prohibit Federal 
candidates from raising money for 
these phony outside groups such as the 
organization that is connected with 
Representative DELAY? Are you aware 
that that provision is actually in this 
soft money ban? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I am aware of it. 
And I believe it will be proven to be en-
tirely ineffective. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Are you further 
aware that the bill will prohibit the 
parties from transferring money to 
501(c)(4) organizations such as Ameri-
cans for Tax Reform, which you men-
tioned a short time ago? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. There would be no 
reason to do so. They are no longer 
raising soft money, so why would they 
need to transfer? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. So that route will be 
blocked. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. That route will be 
blocked. Instead, the environment we 
create would be this. Is the Senator 
from Wisconsin, with his familiarity 
with American politics and American 

fundraising, generally of the belief that 
people who are now contributing 
$100,000 or $250,000 contributions, be-
cause they are advocating some per-
spective in American politics, when 
you pass this law, you are going to sit 
at home and say: You know, I guess I’m 
just not going to be heard; I’m going to 
remove myself from the process be-
cause that’s the right thing to do? 

I think the Senator from Wisconsin 
must at least be suspicious that that 
money, that same check, is going to 
work itself into Americans for Tax Jus-
tice or one of these other 70 organiza-
tions that are engaged in this political 
advertising. 

It may not happen, as the Senator 
has appropriately written the bill, that 
a Member of Congress or a political 
party leader calls one of these contrib-
utors and says: Send your check to so- 
and-so. But certainly the Senator is 
aware it will not be very hard for polit-
ical leaders to divert this money by a 
wink or a nod or some smile in the 
right direction, and we are going to end 
up, instead, having these surrogate or-
ganizations running these campaigns. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I further ask the 
question—I do appreciate these an-
swers—I think when you look at the 
tough provisions we put in this bill, al-
though nothing is ever perfectly com-
plete if somebody is willing to violate 
the law and take their chances, but 
what we are talking about here is cor-
porate executives, CEOs, who now give 
money directly to political parties, 
taking the chance of running afoul of 
these new criminal laws. 

I have this chart. It is a list of all the 
soft money double givers. These are 
corporations that have given over 
$150,000 to both sides. Under the Sen-
ator’s logic, these very same corpora-
tions—Philip Morris, Joseph Seagram, 
RJR Nabisco, BankAmerica Corpora-
tion—each of these would continue 
making the same amount of contribu-
tions; they would take the chance of 
violating the law by doing this in co-
ordination with or at the suggestion of 
the parties, and they would calmly 
turn over the same kind of cash to oth-
ers, be it left-wing or right-wing inde-
pendent groups? 

I have to say—and I will finish my 
question—I am skeptical that if they 
cannot hand the check directly to the 
political party leaders, they will take 
those chances. 

I share your suspicions about some 
group trying to funnel this money. 
There is no question that some of that 
will happen. But wouldn’t you concede 
there has to be some serious risk, in 
our soft money ban, for these corpora-
tions to pull this kind of a stunt? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Reclaiming my 
time, I do not doubt there are some 
people who will not participate in 
doing so. But in what is a rising tide of 
soft money contributions in the coun-
try, they will be overwhelmed by peo-

ple who will because it is not illegal. It 
will not be illegal. It will be fundamen-
tally clear which of these affiliated or-
ganizations each political party sup-
ports and favors. 

It certainly is not going to be lost 
upon many donors that the Democratic 
Party looks favorably upon the Sierra 
Club or NARAL. I doubt that any 
major Republican contributor is not 
going to understand that Grover 
Norquist, Americans for Tax Justice, 
or term limits, or the antiabortion 
groups, or term limits are favored by 
the RNC. 

No one is going to have to send out a 
letter or make a speech. Everybody is 
going to know where everybody stands. 
The same money just gets redirected, 
but not equally as bad as the party 
contributions—worse, no account-
ability; you will never know who they 
are. And the ads, I believe, become less 
and less responsible. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Will—— 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Nor, by the way, if 

I may continue, is this a theoretical 
problem. I do not cast aspersions, but 
entirely legally in the 1996 cycle, when 
the restrictions were out on the coordi-
nation of issue advertising, Senator 
D’AMATO set up a separate division and 
did issue advertising. It is entirely ap-
propriate, entirely appropriate. 

This August, Grover Norquist had 
$4.5 million worth of advertising for his 
Americans for Tax Justice. In some of 
those advertisements, they used the 
same film footage as Republican can-
didates were using—on the same issues. 
That technically is not advisable, but 
it is happening. We have some responsi-
bility here in the Senate to deal with 
the reality of how this process is going 
to evolve. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. One more question, 
because the Senator from New Jersey 
has been very generous in responding. 

The proposition you are advancing 
appears to be—given this chart, Philip 
Morris did give almost $500,000 to the 
Democrats, although they gave $2.5 
million to the Republicans—apparently 
the Senator believes, one way or an-
other, Philip Morris is going to see to 
it that that kind of money—$500,000— 
sees its way to the Sierra Club or 
NARAL or some kind—— 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Probably not the 
groups the Senator has cited, but I do 
believe they end up in an organization. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. But it will go to 
that kind of a group. 

The point I want to reiterate—and I 
put it in the form of a question—is that 
the suggestion that a party soft money 
ban that includes some new tough pro-
visions to protect against evasions of 
the law would not make a difference, I 
think, is problematic. We are talking 
about making these subterfuges, which 
are currently legal—maybe at the most 
they are stretching the law—illegal. 
What Mr. DELAY is doing, from the 
other body, apparently is right on the 
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line, some would say. Maybe it is legal; 
maybe it isn’t. But we can’t say for 
sure it is illegal. We are making sure in 
our bill that it is a crime to do this 
sort of thing. 

Don’t you think it would make a sig-
nificant difference and raise the bar on 
the risk for these companies and those 
individuals to play this game? Isn’t it 
worth taking the chance by banning 
soft money and having these tough pro-
visions? Isn’t it worth giving it a try? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. My point to the 
Senator from Wisconsin is, he is not 
banning soft money. He is continuing 
the legitimization of a process where 
money from unknown contributors is 
distorting the American political proc-
ess and undermining confidence. 

I have great respect for what the 
Senator from Wisconsin has done, but 
it is a premature and unfortunate re-
treat. If the Senator believes we should 
be banning soft money, we should be 
banning soft money for people in the 
entire process, not the Democratic and 
Republican parties alone. 

Could the Senator tell me, under 
your provisions, when Congressman 
DELAY simply takes his name off of 
this and he puts on his cousin, B.B. 
DeLay, or his former chief of staff, how 
does your law protect his $25 million 
expenditures when he no longer has a 
name on it, but it is very clear to any-
one in the country the organization 
that he favors? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I am very glad the 
Senator asked me that question. 
Again, you come to the heart of the 
matter. Let us look at the language of 
the bill we have put forward. 

It does not talk about only what the 
gentleman from Texas—as we should 
perhaps refer to him on the floor— 
would do directly. The language is 
clear. It says: A candidate, an indi-
vidual holding Federal office, agent of 
a candidate or individual holding Fed-
eral office, or an entity directly or in-
directly established, financed, main-
tained, controlled by, or acting on be-
half of one or more candidates—cannot 
raise this money. 

We deal with the indirect problem. It 
is not possible to have B.B. DeLay be-
come the shell person to do this with-
out running the risk of violating the 
law. 

Since you asked me a question this 
time, I will answer in the form of a 
question back to you. How can you say 
to me that we only deal with some of 
the soft money when the whole ex-
change we just had made you concede— 
you clearly conceded—that you can’t 
deal with all the soft money, that there 
is no way you could ever deal with—— 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Reclaiming my 
time, I can deal with it. I remind the 
Senator, I am yielding the time. It can 
be dealt with. I am telling you about 
our legislation. In the original McCain- 
Feingold bill now passed by the House 
of Representatives, we are dealing with 
soft money in this 60-day period. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. You are not deal-
ing—— 

Mr. TORRICELLI. The most sen-
sitive period for American elections 
are those ads that are actually directly 
influencing elections. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Is the Senator not 
aware that even during the 60-day pe-
riod, the Shays-Meehan bill, which, of 
course, was the McCain-Feingold bill, 
does not cover pure issue ads? It only 
covers ads that show the likeness of a 
candidate or mention the name of a 
candidate. It does not cover the Harry- 
and-Louise kind of ads. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. The Senator 
knows I am aware. But to go back to 
Senator MCCAIN’s point, his argument 
of making the perfect the enemy of the 
good, no; I can’t control every abuse in 
American politics by the Shays-Mee-
han bill. I can’t control advertising 
throughout the entire 2 years. I can’t 
control advertising where someone 
wants to buy a soft money ad to show 
the virtues of his grandmother. I can’t 
do that. That may not be important. 
But what we did accomplish in the 
original McCain-Feingold bill is, in 
that 60-day period when elections are 
most influenced, we were making sure 
the American people knew who was 
doing the advertising and where the 
money was coming from if they were 
attempting to influence their votes. 
That was a high standard, not an im-
possible standard, and a worthwhile 
goal. It never should have been aban-
doned. That is what leads us to the 
floor today. 

I want to ask one final question, and 
then I will yield to Senator BENNETT. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. I want to ask the 

Senator from Wisconsin one more ques-
tion. A group of unaffiliated citizens 
decides they are going to rent a build-
ing next to DNC headquarters. In that 
building, they are going to call them-
selves Democrats for a Better America. 
Democrats for a Better America is 
going to file as a charitable organiza-
tion along with the Red Cross and the 
Boy Scouts. No one in the current DNC 
leadership is going to be on their board 
of directors, but they are right next 
door. They are going to have the same 
seal as the DNC except they are going 
to take one toe off the eagle and they 
are going to change the color tone a 
little bit, but they are going to be right 
next door. They are going to take 
$200,000 contributions, million-dollar 
contributions. And unlike the Demo-
cratic Party, they are not going to dis-
close them. No one is going to know 
where the money is going to come 
from. 

Can the Senator tell me how legally 
we are going to restrict American citi-
zens from doing this constitutionally 
under your provision, unless we had 
Shays-Meehan, which applied these 
soft money bans to everybody’s efforts? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I think, in the sce-
nario you described, there would be a 

heck of a case to suggest there is indi-
rect coordination. What you have just 
described is an obvious scenario. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Different address, 
different name, different purpose. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I would be delighted 
to have some sort of an investigation 
of whether or not that is a different or-
ganization and has no connection with 
the party. But if the Senator has some 
concerns about how we drafted this, if 
he thinks we need to take the language 
and tighten it up—I think it is pretty 
tight—but we would be delighted to try 
to make this tougher. You are right. 
We shouldn’t let anybody do this by 
ruse. What you described is a ruse. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Reclaiming my 
time, what I am describing to you is 
what I believe is going to be the future 
of American politics. We do have 
tougher language; it is called Shays- 
Meehan. That is why Senator DASCHLE 
and I have offered it. It is a complete, 
comprehensive ban on soft money. It is 
genuine reform. There is no end to my 
admiration of the gentleman from Wis-
consin who wrote it. 

I yield to Senator BENNETT. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. I want to make one 

comment, if I could, in response to 
that. Excuse me, to the Senator from 
Utah. 

Let me again thank you and, of 
course, reiterate, I helped write those 
provisions in Shays-Meehan. I would 
love to see them passed. It would do 
more than the bill we are now pro-
posing. But the notion that it isn’t 
worth it, if that is all we can do—and 
that is something we disagree on and 
we will debate in a few minutes, I 
hope—the notion that it isn’t worth it 
to ban these giant direct contributions 
to the parties, as well as the various 
attempted ways to try to get around 
the ban, which we seek to do, to not do 
that, to suggest that not doing that 
alone isn’t worth it and it is worse 
than the status quo, to me, is absurd. 

Let me reiterate, I do support the 
language of Shays-Meehan. But the 
question that is crucial is whether or 
not it is at all possible to get 60 votes 
for that. I suggest stopping this is well 
worth doing. 

I thank the Senator from New Jer-
sey. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Is he aware of a gentleman named 
Arnold Hyatt? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I do not know Mr. 
Hyatt. Should I? 

Mr. BENNETT. If I may, then, could 
I enlighten the Senator from New Jer-
sey on the case of Arnold Hyatt. This 
comes from an article that appeared in 
Fortune magazine on September 7, 
1998, in an article entitled ‘‘The Money 
Chase,’’ the subtitle of which says: It’s 
as venal as this: The Presidential can-
didates who raise the most money get 
the nomination. Fortune’s guide to the 
masters of the political universe. 
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Now, in that article, it describes Ar-

nold Hyatt, 71, who, in 1996, was the 
second largest individual contributor 
to the Democratic Party. His $500,000 
gift was second only to the $600,000 
given by Loral’s Bernard Schwartz. 

The article goes on to say: Hyatt 
wrote his $500,000 check a month before 
the November 1996 election, specifi-
cally to help unseat vulnerable House 
Republicans and return the House to 
Democratic control. 

I am sure the Senator from New Jer-
sey would accept that as a laudable 
goal. The Senator from Utah might 
argue with that, but that was his pur-
pose. In the article it says he has de-
cided not to give any more soft money. 
Quoting the article, why he decided to 
stop contributing to politicians so soon 
after giving so much, he admits that it 
was because his Democrats didn’t win. 

Then, the article goes on: 
He still aspires to topple his enemies by 

ending the Republican majority in Congress. 
Hyatt then hasn’t gotten religion, he’s 
changed tactics. Rather than relying on the 
Democrats to press his agenda, he is now giv-
ing heavily to organizations like the Wash-
ington-based Public Campaign, which lob-
bied for publicly financed elections. 

I submit to the Senator from New 
Jersey that what he says will go on 
and, in fact, is already going on, as 
demonstrated in the case of Mr. Hyatt 
who gave one-half million dollars— 
enough to put him on the chart of the 
Senator from Wisconsin all by himself, 
without any company behind him, his 
own money, one-half million dollars. 
Clearly, it had to be soft money be-
cause if it were hard money, it would 
be illegal and over the $25,000 limit. He 
decided to shift that giving from a 
party—because he wasn’t getting the 
results he was hoping for—to a special 
interest group. 

That is why I asked if the Senator 
was aware of him because, in my view, 
he represents a class A example of ex-
actly what the Senator from New Jer-
sey is saying will happen. It has al-
ready started to happen and will con-
tinue to happen if we pass the under-
lying legislation. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the Sen-

ator. It is illustrative that we can be 
on different sides politically in the 
campaign finance debate and see 
emerging the same future. The Senator 
has described the future of American 
politics, where large donors choose 
their favorite organization, or create 
one of their own. Rather than be part 
of a political campaign, they create 
their own issue advocacy group, fund it 
with their own money, and run their 
own advertising. You, as a candidate, 
will sit in the leisure of your home, 
sending out postcards or mail with 
your thousand dollars in federally re-
stricted funds, while on your side the 
Chamber of Commerce, or on my side 
the AFL–CIO, fights a war in the air-
waves over our heads. You won’t con-

trol content; you won’t define yourself; 
you won’t answer to your opponents. 
You will be a spectator in your own 
campaign. 

We may have different prescriptions 
for the problem—mine is Shays-Mee-
han—to put everybody on the same 
plain. You may have a different for-
mula, but we see the same future. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator 
from New Jersey yield? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Yes. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I have been listen-

ing carefully to the observations of my 
friend from New Jersey. Along the 
same lines, would the Senator agree 
with the Senator from Kentucky that 
the only entities in American politics 
completely devoted and willing to sup-
port challengers are the political par-
ties? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. In my experience, 
that is largely true. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Would the Senator 
from New Jersey agree that, as a prac-
tical matter, the result of the most re-
cent version of McCain-Feingold is to 
take away 35 percent of the budget of 
the Democratic Senatorial Committee, 
35 percent of the budget of the Repub-
lican Senatorial Committee, and 
roughly 40 percent of the budgets of the 
RNC and the DNC; is that not correct? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. That is probably a 
fair estimate. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. So I say to my 
friend from New Jersey, another maybe 
unintended consequence of the proposal 
that is targeted right at the heart of 
America’s two great political parties is 
that it will make it even more difficult 
for challengers to be competitive in 
elections across America. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I think the Sen-
ator from Kentucky makes a good 
point, that neither will be in a position 
to fund challengers. I don’t know about 
the spending priorities of the Repub-
lican organization, but I can tell you 
soft money, largely raised by the DNC 
and the DSCC, also goes for things such 
as voter registration, for get-out-the- 
vote efforts, which are not necessarily 
things for which to use Federal mon-
eys. That soft money, in our case, al-
most exclusively goes for those out-
reach programs. Indeed, our States are 
all different, but in my State, soft 
money goes almost entirely to minor-
ity communities for get-out-the-votes 
and registration. 

Having said that, the Senator and I 
agree on his analysis. Nevertheless, 
where we part is I would be prepared to 
have the DSCC and the DNC forego all 
soft money and operate only on hard 
money. But my concern is, I don’t want 
to do so while the National Rifle Asso-
ciation or the Christian Coalition or 
the right-to-life organizations are run-
ning soft money campaigns against our 
candidates or challengers. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend, 
we don’t agree on the underlying issue. 
But selective disarmament of the two 

great political parties, some would 
argue, is not a step forward in having 
more and more competitive elections, 
which presumably would be a good 
thing for the American political sys-
tem. As the Senator knows, I don’t 
want to disarm anybody. I don’t think 
we have a problem in America because 
we have too few voices speaking on 
issues. 

My view is, a government that spends 
$1.8 trillion a year is a government 
that can threaten an awful lot of peo-
ple. It is not at all surprising these 
citizens, groups, and parties want to 
have an impact on a government that 
has the ability to take away every-
thing they have. So I am not surprised, 
nor am I offended, by all of these voices 
having the opportunity to speak out. 

But I thank the Senator from New 
Jersey for making the very important 
point that it is a sort of selective 
quieting of voices, a singling out of six 
committees. I think there are some-
thing like 3,000 committees registered 
with the Federal Election Commission. 
If this particular version of McCain- 
Feingold were passed, I say to my 
friend from New Jersey, 6 committees 
out of 3,000 would be unable to engage 
in issue advocacy, raising an important 
fifth amendment problem under the 
equal protection clause. Is it possible 
for the Government to single out 6 
committees out of 3,000 and say only 
those committees cannot engage in 
issue advocacy? 

So this thing has an important fifth 
amendment problem. We have talked a 
lot about the first amendment in this 
debate. This proposal has a serious 
fifth amendment problem. 

I thank my friend from New Jersey 
for his observations about what is 
going to happen, practically, if you 
simply target the parties. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank my friend. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine is recognized. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, the 

question before the Senate is, Are we 
going to make progress in reforming 
our campaign finance system or not? 

That is the simple question before us. 
In the 105th Congress, the Senate took 
up comprehensive campaign finance re-
form measures three times—in Sep-
tember of 1997, in March of 1998, and in 
September of 1998. Despite my support 
and the support of a majority of the 
Senate, these measures could not break 
the legislative logjam and move for-
ward. So it was obvious it was time for 
a new approach, a new test that would 
allow the Senate to consider a more 
narrow piece of legislation and then 
work its will on the various compo-
nents of the original McCain-Feingold 
bill. 

Now, I am a supporter of the more 
comprehensive approach. I am proud to 
have been an early cosponsor of the 
McCain-Feingold bill. The Shays-Mee-
han bill is, too, an excellent piece of 
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legislation. It contains many provi-
sions I wholeheartedly support. But the 
point is—and the Senator from New 
Jersey is well aware of it—the com-
prehensive approach will not garner 
the votes necessary to move through 
this Senate. So the question is, Do we 
want to make progress or don’t we? 

It is difficult to think of a better ex-
ample of the old adage of ‘‘the perfect 
being the enemy of the good’’ than the 
debate we are having this morning. So 
I rise in strong support of the under-
lying measure before us, the revised 
McCain-Feingold bill. 

The underlying bill closes the most 
glaring loophole in our campaign fi-
nance laws by banning the unlimited, 
unregulated contributions known as 
soft money. The legislation also takes 
an important step of codifying the Su-
preme Court’s decision in the Beck 
case. This will preserve the rights of 
nonunion members who must pay fees 
to a union to have their money ex-
cluded from the union’s political activ-
ity fund. 

In 1974, in the aftermath of Water-
gate, Congress passed comprehensive 
campaign finance reform measures 
that placed dollar limits on political 
contributions. 

In its Buckley v. Valeo ruling, the 
Supreme Court upheld those contribu-
tions limits reasoning they were a le-
gitimate means to guard against the 
reality or appearance of improper po-
litical influence. 

Contribution limits remain on the 
books, but in reality, they have become 
a dead letter. The resourceful have 
found that the easiest way to cir-
cumvent the spirit of Federal election 
law is to provide huge sums to the po-
litical parties through soft money do-
nations. For years, soft money con-
tributions to the major political par-
ties were used for party overhead and 
organizational expenses. But over time, 
the use of soft money has increased 
dramatically to include a wider range 
of activities which influence elections. 

Mr. President, in 1907, corporations 
were banned from directly contributing 
to Federal elections from their treas-
ury funds. In 1947, Congress passed the 
Taft-Hartley Act, which banned labor 
unions from contributing treasury 
funds to candidates. Plain and simple, 
the soft money corporations and labor 
unions funnel through the parties 
clearly circumvents those laws. 

We in this body decry legal loopholes, 
but we have reserved a gaping one for 
ourselves. Indeed, the soft money loop-
hole is more like a black hole, and that 
sucking sound you hear during election 
years is the whoosh of six-figure soft 
money donations gushing into party 
coffers. 

The soft money loophole in our Fed-
eral election laws has been exploited to 
the point where the legislative frame-
work put in place in the 1970’s has be-
come a mere shell. In 1994, approxi-

mately $100 million was raised through 
soft money by the major parties. Four 
years later, that amount more than 
doubled—fully $224 million was raised 
in soft money. 

The problem with soft money was 
painfully evident during the 1997 hear-
ings at the Senate Governmental Af-
fairs Committee, in which the Com-
mittee heard from one individual who 
gave $325,000 to the Democratic Na-
tional Committee in order to secure a 
picture with the President of the 
United States. We also heard from an-
other individual, the infamous and 
clearly unrepentant Roger Tamraz who 
testified that next time he is willing to 
spend $600,000, rather than $300,000, to 
purchase access to the White House. In 
a July, 1997 interview with the Los An-
geles Times, Johnny Chung, who gave 
$366,000 derived from illegal foreign 
sources to the Democratic National 
Committee and other Democrat organi-
zations, cynically revealed the depth of 
the current problem; he said, ‘‘I see the 
White House is like a subway—you 
have to put in the coins to open up the 
gates.’’ 

This is what this debate is about. 
How long can public faith in a polit-

ical system survive when the public 
perception exists that wealthy groups 
are given a stage, podium and a micro-
phone to broadcast their concerns, 
while the voice of the vast majority re-
mains muted? 

I hope Members will indulge me if I 
take a moment to explain the impor-
tance of this issue to the people of 
Maine. 

Time and time again, I hear it said 
on the Senate floor and elsewhere that 
the American people do not care about 
this issue. I can’t speak for the citizens 
of other States, but I know the people 
of Maine care deeply about this issue— 
about reforming our campaign finance 
system. 

My home State has a deep commit-
ment to preserving the integrity of the 
electoral system and ensuring that all 
Mainers have an equal political voice— 
and Mainers have backed their com-
mitment to an open political process in 
both word and deed. In many regions of 
Maine, political life is dominated by 
town meetings and public forums in 
which all citizens are invited to share 
their concerns, and hash out critical 
political matters. This is unvarnished 
direct democracy where all citizens are 
a part of the process. People with more 
money do not get to speak longer or 
louder than people with less money. 
Perhaps it is our tradition of town 
meetings that explains why so many 
Maine citizens feel so strongly about 
reforming our Federal campaign laws, 
about reforming the current system. 
And that strong feeling is one I share. 

The bill before us today is not a 
broad sweeping reform such as the one 
we considered last year and the year 
before. Rather, it is a modest attempt 

to achieve some progress by tackling 
the biggest abuse in the system. This 
primary purpose of today’s bill is to 
stem the growing reliance on huge soft 
money contributions. This is not a rad-
ical approach; rather, our proposal to 
eliminate political party soft money, 
endorsed by former Presidents Gerald 
Ford, Jimmy Carter and George Bush, 
is a measured step toward meaningful 
reform. 

Mr. President, when I ran for a seat 
in this body, I advocated major 
changes to our campaign finance law, 
but I recognize that goal must wait for 
another time. 

But surely we can take this initial 
critical first step. Although I remain 
personally committed to more com-
prehensive changes in the current law, 
I believe the revised McCain-Feingold 
bill before us today will serve as a 
building block on which we can build a 
much better election financing system. 

I look forward to the debate in the 
days ahead. My colleagues have several 
proposals to improve this bill. But at 
the conclusion of this debate, my guid-
ing principle in casting my votes on 
the amendments before us, including 
the proposal by the Democratic leader, 
will be answering the question of 
whether we are moving forward and 
whether we are successfully ending the 
abuse of unregulated soft money in our 
campaign finance system. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this modest, commonsense 
first step to restore integrity and pub-
lic confidence in our campaign system. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Maine. She has been 
a stalwart and steadfast advocate, ally, 
and friend in this very difficult effort. 
I know that not only the people of 
Maine but the people of Arizona are 
very appreciative of everything she has 
done in this effort. She lends credi-
bility and grace to the debate. I thank 
her very much for everything she has 
done. 

I want to talk for a few minutes 
about an organization called the Com-
mittee for Economic Development. It 
is an independent research and policy 
organization of some 250 business lead-
ers and educators. It is nonprofit, non-
partisan, and nonpolitical. 

The interesting thing about the Com-
mittee for Economic Development is 
that they are composed preliminarily 
of business leaders in America, mainly 
from major corporations, some small-
er, and many educators. It has an in-
credibly illustrious membership. 

This organization took a very bold 
step not too long ago; that is, a group 
of chief executive officers of major cor-
porations decided they would stand up 
and reject soft money contributions to 
American political campaigns, whether 
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they be Republican or Democrat. I am 
sure that was not an easy decision on 
their part. I am sure there have been 
significant pressures brought to bear 
against many of them as individuals 
and as corporations. 

They issued a very interesting state-
ment by the Research and Policy Com-
mittee, the Committee for Economic 
Development. It is entitled, ‘‘Investing 
in the People’s Business: A Business 
Proposal for Campaign Finance Re-
form.’’ Chapter IV is entitled: ‘‘Rec-
ommendations for Reform.’’ It says, 

Our recommendations are also informed by 
our belief in certain basic principles that 
should govern a system of campaign finance 
regulation. The five principles listed below 
reflect the objectives we regard as most im-
portant, which should form the basis for 
evaluating regulatory reform proposals. 

(1) Regulation should protect free speech 
and promote an informed citizenry. 

The First Amendment and the principles it 
embodies guarantee freedom of speech and 
expression and thus protect the cornerstone 
of our political system: full and robust polit-
ical debate. The courts have acknowledged 
the link between political finance and the 
First Amendment in ruling that the financ-
ing of political expression is a protected 
form of political speech under the First 
Amendment. Campaign finance laws must 
recognize these constitutional consider-
ations and uphold the principles of free 
speech. It is especially important to protect 
and promote the political speech that takes 
place in election campaigns, the purpose of 
which is to provide American citizens with 
the knowledge needed to make informed de-
cisions on Election Day. 

(2) Regulation should protect the political 
system from corruption or the appearance of 
corruption. 

The regulations governing campaign fi-
nance should promote public confidence in 
the political process and ensure that the in-
tegrity of the electoral system is main-
tained. It is therefore essential that the sys-
tem guard against corruption or the appear-
ance of corruption in the financing of polit-
ical campaigns. A system of political finance 
that fulfills this objective helps to ensure 
that elected officials are responsive to broad 
public interests and the desires of their con-
stituencies. 

(3) Regulation should ensure public ac-
countability. 

A goal of the campaign finance system 
should be full transparency of the funding of 
campaigns for public office, supported by the 
public’s right to know. Elections allow cit-
izen to hold candidates and elected officials 
accountable for their views and actions. If 
the major participants in political cam-
paigns are to be held accountable, the public 
must have full and timely information about 
their campaigns. 

I might add, Mr. President, one of the 
first amendments I proposed yesterday, 
which was adopted, concerned full and 
complete disclosure and using the 
Internet as part of that capability to 
do so. 

Any system of campaign finance must 
therefore ensure full public disclosure of the 
sources of campaign funding, the activities 
undertaken with it, and the amounts raised 
and spent. Disclosure not only provides the 
electorate with the information it needs but 
also helps curtail excesses and promote full 
public scrutiny of financial transactions. 

(4) Regulation should encourage public par-
ticipation in the political system. 

The strength of a democracy depends upon 
the political participation of its citizens. 
Citizens should be encouraged not only to 
vote but to participate in the process in 
other ways. Campaign finance rules should 
not discourage citizens from seeking elective 
office, associating with others, volunteering 
their skills and time, or participating in the 
financing of campaigns. Such participation 
enhances the legitimacy of the representa-
tive process and thereby strengthens popular 
support for the political system. 

(5) Regulation should promote electoral 
competition. 

The essence of democracy lies in competi-
tive elections that offer voters a choice of 
candidates. Competition stimulates public 
interest in election campaigns, induces 
greater numbers of citizens to learn about 
the candidates, gives more meaning to elec-
tions, and encourages people to vote. It is an 
essential element in promoting the vitality 
and quality of political life. The regulation 
of campaign funding should therefore pro-
mote competitive elections by ensuring that 
candidates have an opportunity to obtain the 
resources needed to share their views with 
voters. 

Mr. President, one reason I quote 
that is I think it is a very important 
statement as to what our goals should 
be in political campaigns. It lays out 
the basis for the first recommendation 
of the Committee for Economic Devel-
opment. Their first recommendation is 
eliminate soft money. 

We believe that, as a general principle, 
funds used to promote political candidacies 
should be subject to the requirements and re-
strictions of federal law on campaign fi-
nance. Soft money is the most egregious ex-
ample of campaign financing that violates 
this principle. No reform is more urgently 
needed than the elimination of soft money. 

Some business leaders have already taken 
action to help remedy this problem by refus-
ing to participate in the soft money system. 
Most businesses in America do not give un-
regulated soft money funds to the political 
parties. Others, including such industry lead-
ers as General Motors, AlliedSignal, and 
Monsanto, have recently declared that they 
will no longer make such contributions. 
They have been joined by dozens of corporate 
executives, who recognize the dangers to our 
system of government created by this type of 
fundraising.49 CED supports these voluntary 
efforts to reduce soft money and lauds the 
leadership shown by these members of the 
business community. We urge other business 
leaders, labor unions, and individual citizens 
to follow this lead and voluntarily work to 
reduce the supply of soft money funds. 

There are ample opportunities for mem-
bers of the business community to express 
their support for candidates or party organi-
zations, either as individuals or through 
PACs. We encourage participation in the 
process in these ways. But there is no need 
for members of the business community, 
labor unions, or others to supplement these 
opportunities with soft money contributions. 
Participation in the soft money practices of 
the national party committees fuels the de-
mand for soft dollars and spurs the arms race 
mentality that now characterizes party 
fundraising at the national level. 

Voluntary efforts alone, however, will not 
solve the soft money problem. Potential do-
nors will still face pressure from elected offi-
cials and national party leaders to make soft 

money contributions. We therefore believe 
that a legislative remedy is needed to end 
soft money. Specifically, we recommend that 
Congress prohibit national party commit-
tees, their officers or staff, and any organiza-
tions or entities established or controlled by 
national party committees or their per-
sonnel, from soliciting, receiving, or direct-
ing any contributions, donations, or trans-
fers of funds that are not subject to the limi-
tations, prohibitions, and public disclosure 
requirements of federal law. These commit-
tees and individuals should also be prohib-
ited from spending any funds that are not 
subject to such restrictions and require-
ments. Similar prohibitions should be ap-
plied to federal officeholders, candidates, and 
their agents or staffs. In addition, federal of-
ficeholders or candidates should be prohib-
ited from raising or spending soft money 
through personal PACs or so-called ‘‘leader-
ship PACs.’’ (An exemption, however, would 
be made for federal officeholders running for 
state or local office who are raising monies 
allowable under the relevant state law—e.g., 
a U.S. senator running as a candidate in a 
gubernatorial election.) 

In short, national party committees, in-
cluding the national congressional campaign 
committees, and federal politicians would 
not be allowed to raise and spend monies 
from unrestricted sources in unlimited 
amounts. We believe that this reform will 
greatly reduce the unregulated party money 
that is now flowing through the system. 

This reform also would significantly sim-
plify the rules governing party finance. Na-
tional party committees would be allowed to 
raise only hard money. National party com-
mittees would no longer be able to raise or 
use corporate or labor union treasury funds 
or unlimited gifts from individuals and 
PACs. Their revenues would have to come 
from limited voluntary contributions from 
individuals, PACs, or other federally reg-
istered political committees, such as can-
didate campaign committees. There would 
no longer be a need for separate types of 
bank accounts or complex allocation rules 
for the financing of different types of party 
activity. 

Taking national party committees, federal 
officeholders and candidates, and their 
agents and staffs out of the business of rais-
ing and spending soft money will change the 
relationship between donors and federal poli-
ticians. It will reduce both the incentive for 
donors to give in exchange for access and the 
pressure to give that is created by solicita-
tions from national party leaders or elected 
officeholders. It will also prevent federal 
candidates from raising unlimited funds that 
can be used by party committees to benefit 
indirectly their own bids for office. We be-
lieve that this reform will substantially 
alter the incentive structure that encourages 
soft money contributions. As a result, we ex-
pect the vast majority of this pool of funds, 
especially much of the money donated by the 
business community, to dry up. Most of this 
money came into the system only during the 
last two presidential cycles, largely in re-
sponse to the aggressive fundraising prac-
tices of the national party committees. 
These donors are unlikely to aggressively 
seek out other means of pouring money into 
the system. 

We recognize, however, that this rec-
ommendation could be circumvented. Fed-
eral officeholders and candidates could still 
engage in soft money fundraising by shifting 
their activities to the state level. Federal of-
ficials could help their respective state par-
ties raise funds that are not subject to fed-
eral limits, and the state parties could in 
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turn use these monies to finance activities, 
such as voter registration and turnout 
drives, that influence federal elections in 
their state. Such activities would diminish 
the benefits of reforms adopted at the na-
tional level. 

We have carefully considered the proposal 
to close this ‘‘loophole’’ by extending federal 
regulation to any state party activities that 
might influence the outcome of a federal 
election and are financed by contributions 
not permitted by federal law. But we are 
very troubled by the prospect of using fed-
eral rules to govern state party political fi-
nance, especially when these committees are 
acting in conformance with the laws adopted 
by the people of their states. Such an ap-
proach raises troublesome issues regarding 
the principle of federalism and the scope of 
Congress’s authority to legislate in this 
area. Accordingly, we conclude that this 
issue is most appropriately handled by the 
states. We therefore urge state legislatures 
to pass any legislation necessary to ensure 
that state party committees cannot finance 
their activities from unrestricted or undis-
closed sources of funding. 

We recognize that a ban on soft money will 
have a significant effect on the resources 
available to national party committees and 
may diminish their role in the electoral 
process. Soft money represents a substantial 
share of party revenues and is used to fi-
nance many of the costs directly related to 
the parties’ activities, ranging from staff sal-
aries and overhead expenses to voter reg-
istration and mobilization efforts. The loss 
of soft money is likely to reduce such party 
activities and would require that parties pay 
more of their administrative and political 
services costs from funds they raise under 
federal limits. This, in turn, may lead to a 
reduction in the amounts of money available 
for candidate support or voter turnout ef-
forts. Since parties are the only source of 
private funding (other than personal con-
tributions or loans) that favors challengers, 
a significant reduction in party resources is 
likely to decrease the resources available to 
challengers. It is also likely to reduce the 
amounts available for voter identification 
and turnout programs. We believe that these 
party activities play a valuable role in en-
hancing the competitiveness of elections and 
encouraging citizen participation. 

To partially compensate for this loss, we 
recommend a change in the rules limiting in-
dividual contributions to federal candidates 
and political committees. Under current law, 
individuals are limited to an annual total of 
$25,000 for all contributions made to federal 
candidates, PACs, and party committees. We 
propose that Congress establish two separate 
aggregate limits for individuals. The first 
would limit the total amount contributed by 
an individual to federal candidates and PACs 
to $25,000 annually. The second, separate 
ceiling would limit the total amount con-
tributed by an individual to national party 
committees to $25,000 annually. This change 
will allow parties to raise more regulated 
money from individuals than is permissible 
under current federal law. 

Mr. President, how did we get to 
where we are in this soft money? I 
think probably one of the best depic-
tions of it is also in chapter 3 of the 
CED’s report. I quote: 

Efforts to regulate the flow of campaign 
money often produce unintended and unfore-
seen consequences. Candidates and their 
staffs, as well as party committees and inter-
est groups, have responded to regulation 

with imaginative innovations, producing new 
financial practices unanticipated by law-
makers. The law has also been interpreted by 
the courts and administrative agencies in 
unexpected ways, producing new directives 
that also have encouraged new financial 
strategies. Both these developments have 
dramatically increased the flow of money in 
federal elections and significantly under-
mined the effectiveness of our federal cam-
paign finance laws. 

Soft money was not recognized as a form of 
party finance under the original provisions 
of FECA. In fact, FECA contained only one 
narrow exception to the party contribution 
limits. Parties could receive contributions in 
unlimited amounts from unlimited sources 
for ‘‘building funds’’ established to pay for 
new buildings or headquarters structures. 
Outside of this ‘‘bricks and mortar’’ provi-
sion, all monies received by parties were sub-
ject to federal limits. 

By 1980, the year of the second presidential 
election conducted under FECA, these tough 
prohibitions on party receipts and expendi-
tures had begun to erode, and the door had 
been opened to unregulated party financial 
activity. This occurred as a result of prob-
lems experienced in the 1976 election and ad-
ministrative decisions of the Federal Elec-
tion Commission (FEC) that altered the 
kinds of money parties could raise. 

In the 1976 election, party leaders quickly 
recognized that the activities they tradition-
ally financed in conjunction with national 
elections were significantly hindered by the 
new system of public financing and spending 
limits for presidential campaigns. Under the 
new law, expenditures by a party to help the 
presidential ticket might be considered in- 
kind contributions to the candidate or elec-
tion-related expenditures that were no 
longer allowed. Parties therefore looked to 
the presidential campaigns to fund much of 
the paraphernalia used in traditional volun-
teer activities, such as signs, bumper stick-
ers, and buttons, as well as voter registra-
tion and turnout activities. But the presi-
dential campaigns, now faced with limited 
funds and wanting to maximize the resources 
available for television advertising, did not 
allocate substantial amounts to these other 
activities that parties considered important. 
As a result, party leaders appealed to Con-
gress after the election to change the law so 
that they could finance volunteer and party- 
building activities without risking a viola-
tion of the law. 

Congress responded to these concerns and 
in 1979 amended FECA to exempt very spe-
cific, narrowly defined party activities from 
the definitions of ‘‘expenditure’’ and ‘‘con-
tribution’’ contained in the Act. Thus, par-
ties were allowed to spend unlimited 
amounts on grassroots, party-building ac-
tivities and generic party activities such as 
voter registration and turnout drives. They 
were also permitted to spend unlimited 
amounts on such traditional campaign mate-
rials as bumper stickers, buttons, and slate 
cards. But the Congress did not change the 
rules on party fundraising: the monies spent 
on these activities had to come from ‘‘hard 
money’’ donations subject to federal con-
tribution limits. Congress also specified that 
none of these unlimited expenditures could 
pay for mass public communications, such as 
direct mail or television advertising. 

At the same time that Congress was mak-
ing these changes in the law, party officials 
were asking the FEC to decide another set of 
issues related to general party activities. 
The parties argued that their organizations 
were involved not only in federal but also in 

non-federal election activity, such as sup-
porting candidates in state-level races and 
building party support at the state and local 
level. Furthermore, many generic party ac-
tivities, such as voter registration and turn-
out drives, are conducted to help both fed-
eral and non-federal candidates. The parties 
therefore contended that the finance rules 
should recognize the non-federal role of 
party organizations and allow parties to par-
tially finance their political activity with 
monies subject only to state laws. 

The FEC responded to these questions with 
a series of ruling that recognized the non- 
federal role of state and national party orga-
nizations. These rulings allowed parties to fi-
nance a share of their activities with money 
raised under state law if they maintained 
separate accounts for federal and non-federal 
funds. Subsequent rules established complex 
allocation formulas that determined the 
shares of particular expenditures that had to 
be allocated to federal and non-federal ac-
counts. 

Thus was born the distinction between 
‘‘hard’’ and ‘‘soft’’ money. Hard (federal) 
money is subject to federal contribution lim-
its and is the only type of funding that can 
be used to support federal candidates di-
rectly. All contributions to federal can-
didates, coordinated expenditures, or inde-
pendent expenditures made in federal con-
tests must use hard money. Soft (non-fed-
eral) money is exempt from federal limits 
and can be used to finance general party ac-
tivities, including such activities as voter 
registration drives, even though these activi-
ties may indirectly influence federal elec-
tions, for example, by encouraging more 
party members to vote. 

The FEC’s decisions essentially freed par-
ties to engage in unlimited fundraising as 
long as they abided by the technical require-
ments of the law. They could now raise (and 
spend) monies obtained from sources that 
were banned from participating in federal 
elections or from individuals and PACs that 
had already donated the legal maximum. 
These changes in the rules thus gave parties 
a strong incentive to raise soft money. 

THE GROWTH OF SOFT MONEY 
Parties quickly adapted to the new regu-

latory environment. At first, soft money was 
primarily raised in presidential election 
years for use on voter registration and turn-
out operations. But the parties soon ex-
panded the role of soft money by expanding 
the range of activities that could be paid for 
with these funds. They also began to raise 
soft money more aggressively, soliciting 
ever larger sums. 

Since 1980, soft money has grown rapidly. 
In 1980, the Republican and Democratic na-
tional party committees spent a total of 
about $19 million in soft money, with the Re-
publicans disbursing $15 million and the 
Democrats $4 million. Much the same pat-
tern existed in 1984. By 1988, however, the 
amount of soft money had more than dou-
bled to $45 million, shared about equally be-
tween the two major parties. By 1992, soft 
money had almost doubled again to $80 mil-
lion, with the Republicans spending $47 mil-
lion to the Democrats’ $33 million. 

Yet the soft money raised in those elec-
tions pales in comparison to that raised in 
1996 and 1998. In the Presidential election 
cycle of 1996 the two major parties raised 
$262 million in soft money, more than three 
times the amount garnered only four years 
earlier. (See Figure 5.) The Republican com-
mittees solicited more than $138 million and 
the Democratic committees $124 million. In 
contrast, hard money increased much more 
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slowly. Democratic hard money increased by 
59 percent over 1992, and Republican funds by 
71 percent. 

Similarly, soft money fundraising in 1998 
was up dramatically over the previous off- 
year election cycle of 1994. As of 20 days after 
the election, the national party committees 
had raised $201 million in soft money, close 
to twice the $107 million they had raised in 
the entire 1994 election cycle. The Repub-
licans had raised $111.3 million, compared 
with $52.5 million in 1994, an increase of 112 
percent; the Democrats had raised $89.4 mil-
lion, 82 percent more than the $49.1 million 
four years earlier. 

The share of total party funds represented 
by soft money has also increased substan-
tially. In 1992, for example, soft money con-
stituted 26 percent of the receipts of all three 
Democratic national party committees. By 
1998 the soft-money share had risen to 37 per-
cent. For the three Republican national 
party committees, the proportion rose from 
20 percent to 29 percent during the same six 
years. 

THE SOURCES OF SOFT MONEY 
Soft money has grown rapidly because 

both parties have been increasingly success-
ful in soliciting large soft money gifts. Since 
at least 1988, both parties have had organized 
programs to recruit large donors. In 1992, for 
example, the DNC and RNC raised a total of 
$63 million in soft money, about 30 percent of 
which came from contributors of $100,000 or 
more. The parties have also been successful 
in soliciting major contributions from cor-
porations and, primarily in the Democratic 
Party, labor unions. The parties have thus 
succeeded in gaining access to contributions 
from sources and in amounts that were pro-
hibited by the campaign finance reforms of 
the 1970s. 

According to an analysis by the FEC, the 
parties have raised an increasingly large 
number of contributions in this manner. 
During the 1992 election cycle, the national 
party committees’ soft money accounts ac-
cepted at least 381 individual contributions 
in excess of $20,000 (the annual federal party 
contribution limit) and about 11,000 con-
tributions from sources that are prohibited 
from giving in federal elections, particularly 
corporations and labor unions. By the 1996 
election cycle, these figures had more than 
doubled. The national party committees re-
ceived nearly 1,000 individual contributions 
of more than $20,000 and approximately 27,000 
contributions from sources prohibited from 
giving hard money. 

The business community is by far the most 
important source of soft money, as shown in 
Table 5 (page 26). According to one inde-
pendent analysis, businesses provided $55.9 
million of the $102.2 million in soft money re-
ceived by national party committees during 
the 1994 election cycle. In 1998, these organi-
zations had donated more than $105 million 
of the more than $200 million received 
through October. The vast majority of this 
money came from corporations rather than 
trade associations or other incorporated or-
ganizations. These figures do not, of course, 
include individual contributions made by 
members of the business community. 

A substantial share of this money came 
from large contributions. In 1998 at least 218 
corporations donated more than $100,000, 
compared with 96 that gave this amount in 
1994. Sixteen corporations gave $500,000 or 
more, whereas only four gave at this level 
four years earlier. 

Further evidence of the role of business 
contributions in the growth of soft money is 
found in a 1997 analysis conducted by the Los 

Angeles Times, which found that soft money 
donations made by the 544 largest public and 
private U.S. companies had more than tri-
pled between 1992 and 1996, growing from $16 
million to $51 million. In comparison, the 
contributions made by PACs maintained by 
these companies rose only from $43 million 
to $52 million. 

The largest soft money donors tend to be 
companies or industries that are heavily reg-
ulated by the federal government or those 
whose profits can be dramatically affected 
by government policy. For example, accord-
ing to the Center for Responsive Politics’ 
analysis of 1996 donors: 

‘‘Tobacco companies and their executives, 
who have faced concerted federal efforts to 
strengthen the regulations governing to-
bacco sales and advertising, as well as the 
possibility of congressional action to settle 
ongoing lawsuits, gave a total of $6.83 mil-
lion in 1996, with $5.77 million donated to the 
Republicans and $1.06 million to the Demo-
crats. This group was led by Philip Morris, 
which donated the most soft money of all 
contributors in 1996, giving a total of about 
$3 million, $2.52 million of which went to the 
Republicans. RJR Nabisco gave a total of 
$1.44 million, with $1.18 million going to the 
Republicans.’’ 

There is a study by Professor Kath-
leen Jamieson of the Annenberg School 
at the University of Pennsylvania, in 
which she describes not only the polit-
ical contributions of the tobacco com-
panies but the amount of lobbying fees 
which, according to her, is the most in 
the history of American politics. 

I will be reading that and inserting it 
in the RECORD at the proper time. It 
goes on to list a number of the large 
contributions. 

Finally, the effects of soft money on 
the political system. This is the view, 
of course, of the CED: 

The rise of soft money has greatly in-
creased the flow of money in national elec-
tions and has turned party fundraising into a 
frenetic and never ending chase for large 
contributions. As the range of party activi-
ties financed with soft money has increased, 
party organizations have engaged in more 
aggressive and directed efforts to raise soft 
dollars. The parties therefore have sought 
ever larger amounts from soft money donors 
and have pursued new sources of soft money 
contributions, especially among members of 
the business community. 

One of the primary ways parties obtain 
very large contributions is by providing do-
nors with access to federal elected officials. 
The most highly publicized and controversial 
example of the access and privilege afforded 
soft money donors is the use of the White 
House during the 1996 election cycle as a 
venue for dinners and other events with 
President Clinton. While money was not 
raised at these events, they were clearly de-
signed to reward past soft money donors and 
stimulate future contributions. Published re-
ports of these sessions sparked a controversy 
that raised serious questions as to whether 
access to the White House was for sale and 
fueled public cynicism about the influence 
enjoyed by wealthy contributors. Further ex-
amination of the Democratic Party’s public 
disclosure reports revealed that the Demo-
cratic National Committee had deposited at 
least $3 million in illegal or questionable 
contributions into their soft money ac-
counts. 

The Democratic Party’s 1996 fundraising 
activities, however, are only one example of 

the consequences of unrestricted party fund-
raising. In recent years, both major parties 
have offered soft money donors access to 
elected leaders in exchange for contribu-
tions. White House officials and congres-
sional leaders have been asked to appear at 
party soft money fund-raisers, participate in 
party-sponsored policy briefings, attend 
weekend retreats with donors, and play a 
role in other small group meetings. Elected 
officials have even been recruited by the 
party committees to solicit soft money dona-
tions from potential contributors, especially 
from their own financial supporters and oth-
ers with whom they have relationships. 

Federal officeholders have thus assisted 
their parties in raising funds for issue advo-
cacy advertising, voter registration, election 
day turnout drives, and other activities that 
directly benefit their own campaigns for of-
fice. They have also participated in fund-
raising efforts directed at donors whose in-
terests are directly influenced by federal pol-
icy decisions. Such activities place undue 
pressure on potential donors. Businesses, in 
particular, are induced to contribute to keep 
up with their competitors or ensure their 
own access to lawmakers. 

Given the size and source of most soft 
money contributions, the public cannot help 
but believe that these donors enjoy special 
influence and receive special favors. The sus-
picion of corruption deepens public cynicism 
and diminishes public confidence in govern-
ment. More important, these activities raise 
the likelihood of actual corruption. Indeed, 
we believe it is only a matter of time before 
another major scandal develops within the 
soft money system. 

Mr. President, I have often said that 
the scandal in Washington in 1996 was 
not Monica Lewinsky. The scandal in 
Washington was a debasement of vir-
tually every institution of government 
carried out by the Clinton administra-
tion when the Lincoln Bedroom was 
rented out, when access to the Presi-
dent—I think it was Mr. Chung who 
said the White House is like the sub-
way: You have to put in money in order 
to open the gates. 

I have a memo that is a public docu-
ment. It is a memo from the Demo-
cratic National Committee to the 
White House that lists activities to be 
coordinated with the White House by 
the DNC for $100,000 givers and says—I 
think it is the third or fourth item on 
the list—seats on official trade mis-
sions. That was the scandal in Wash-
ington, and the ongoing scandal, of 
course, is the failure of the Attorney 
General to pursue these very well docu-
mented allegations. 

I do agree with the CED when they 
say at the end: ‘‘Indeed, we believe it is 
only a matter of time before another 
major scandal develops within the soft 
money system.’’ 

That is what we are trying to pre-
vent. We had a spirited debate yester-
day about this issue, and I tried to 
point out that I think these huge 
amounts of money have made decent 
and good people do things they should 
not otherwise do. That is an example 
which should be cited in these scandals 
I just described in the 1996 Clinton- 
Gore campaign. 
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We have to try to restrain the sys-

tem. I am fully aware it will never be 
completely the kind of system we want 
it to be, but I also will at a later time, 
because I have been talking a long 
time, chronicle that throughout Amer-
ican history we have had cycles. We 
have had cycles where the system has 
been cleaned up, as Teddy Roosevelt 
was able to do in 1907. I continue to 
quote extensively from him and read 
him as he talks about the corrupting 
influence of the robber barons at the 
turn of the century. 

Then we had, of course, the scandals 
of 1974 which caused us to clean up 
again. And if we succeed in cleaning up 
this system 10, 15, or 20 years from 
now, we will be back—maybe not me, 
maybe not RUSS FEINGOLD, maybe not 
Senator MCCONNELL or Senator BEN-
NETT, but there will be others who will 
be back because we know that money 
in politics flows like water through 
cracks. 

What I read was how we had gone in 
the 1970s from a virtual nonexistence of 
the so-called soft money to the point 
where we are now awash in it. Sooner 
or later we will clean this up, and then 
sooner or later, unfortunately, it will 
need cleaning up again. That is why 
legislatures do not go into session and 
adjourn permanently. 

In 1986, we cleaned up the Tax Code. 
We did a good job. We took 3 million 
Americans off the tax rolls, something 
I think overall, despite some flaws as-
sociated with it, was a good bill. We 
need to clean up the Tax Code again. It 
is now 44,000 pages long. We need to 
change it from the cornucopia of good 
deals for special interests and a cham-
ber of horrors for average American 
citizens. 

Why should a lower- or middle-in-
come American have to go to an ac-
countant to fill out their tax return? 
Why is it that it is 44,000 pages long? 
Why is it that we cannot break the grip 
of the teachers unions to reform edu-
cation? Why is it we cannot come to-
gether reasonably and give patients 
who are members of HMOs decent, rea-
soned, balanced rights? Why is it that 
we cannot restructure the military so 
we can meet the challenges of the fu-
ture we face in the next century? 
Events around the world have, again, 
amply demonstrated, such as in Paki-
stan, we ought to be able to cope with 
some very serious challenges in the 
next century in the military, but we 
cannot restructure it. It takes 2 
months to get 24 Apache helicopters 
from Germany to Albania. They train 
and crash two, and we never use them 
in the conflict. 

We need to move forward on this 
issue. We need to do it, and I hope the 
sponsors of the amendment that is 
presently under consideration will rec-
ognize this is the same amendment 
which stalled us out last time. I believe 
we can make progress by moving for-

ward with an amending process which 
requires votes which requires debate. I 
believe we can do that. 

I commend to my colleagues, par-
ticularly on my side of the aisle, who 
are involved with the business commu-
nity, this little booklet. Major execu-
tives, major corporations in America 
have become sick and tired of being 
sick and tired. I cannot tell how many 
of them have told me—and I am sure 
they have told my colleagues pri-
vately—they are tired of the phone 
calls, they are tired of being dunned, 
they are tired of being called upon to 
give to both parties. 

Senator MCCONNELL said yesterday, 
in response to the comment that the 
major corporations now give to both 
parties, they have a right to be 
duplicitous. 

I do not deny him that right to be 
duplicitous. I hope we could arrange a 
system where they do not feel they 
have to be duplicitous. That is what 
this object is all about. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleagues 
for their patience and I yield the floor. 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BUNNING). The Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
there are a number of Republican Sen-
ators anxious to offer amendments, and 
I would like to create an environment 
in which people can come over, offer 
their amendment, discuss it, and lay it 
aside. 

Senator BENNETT has been sitting 
here patiently for some time. He and 
Senator BURNS have an important 
amendment related to the Internet. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
the pending two amendments be laid 
aside in order for Senator BENNETT to 
offer an amendment, along with Sen-
ator BURNS, regarding Internet free 
speech, and that no second-degree 
amendments be in order prior to a vote 
in relation to the amendment. I further 
ask—— 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Could I finish? 
I further ask consent that the vote 

occur on or in relation to the amend-
ment at 5:30 p.m., on Monday, and 
there be 5 minutes, equally divided, for 
closing remarks just prior to the vote, 
and following the debate today, the 
amendment be laid aside until that 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection? 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, and I will object, I say to my 
friend from Kentucky, these amend-
ments can still be offered, but we think 
they should not be offered to the two 
amendments that are pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
what we have is a debate that is pro-

ceeding in such a way that amend-
ments are not being allowed. 

One of the things we talked about 
this year, and Senator MCCAIN indi-
cated he wanted, was an open debate, 
in which Senators would be able to lay 
down their amendments, get debate, 
and get votes. 

I say to all of my colleagues, we have 
Senator BENNETT and Senator BURNS 
here with a very important amendment 
they would like to get offered. Senator 
SESSIONS is on the floor. He has an 
amendment he would like to offer. Sen-
ator THOMPSON and Senator LIEBERMAN 
have an amendment they would like to 
offer. Senator NICKLES has an amend-
ment he would like to offer; Senator 
HATCH, in all likelihood. Senator 
HAGEL has indicated he may be offering 
an amendment, as well. 

We have an opportunity here to lay 
down and discuss these amendments, 
lay them aside, and guarantee these 
Senators an opportunity to vote. 

I am somewhat confused about where 
we are. I thought the whole idea behind 
having 4 or 5 days of debate, I would 
say to my friend from Arizona—al-
though he did not object; it was the as-
sistant minority leader—I guess I am 
perplexed about where we are. I would 
like to protect the opportunity of my 
colleagues on the Republican side to 
offer amendments about which they 
feel strongly about. 

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I am going to re-

tain the floor, but I will be glad to 
yield for some observation. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator from 
Kentucky yield to me? 

First of all, I believe we should move 
forward and have amendments. I would 
like to discuss it with all of us dis-
cussing it, go into a quorum call in a 
second, if we might. 

First of all, I would like to frame a 
parliamentary inquiry very quickly. 

Mr. President, if an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute were to be 
offered, how many votes would be need-
ed to affirmatively adopt the amend-
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator restate his question? 

Mr. MCCAIN. If an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute were to be of-
fered, how many votes would be needed 
to affirmatively adopt the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator asking in terms of a simple 
majority? 

Mr. MCCAIN. I am asking, if an 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A simple 
majority would be required. 

Mr. MCCAIN. If such an amendment 
were adopted, and it contained a new 
rules change, how many votes would be 
required to invoke cloture? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty 
seven, if 100 Senators are voting. 

Mr. MCCAIN. During consideration of 
the pending, underlying legislation, 
would such an amendment be in order? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. MCCAIN. My point is, a little 

parliamentary tactic was played early 
yesterday which did not start things 
off in the manner which we had sort of 
hoped it would—that a rule was adopt-
ed that now requires 67 votes. But as 
most parliamentary tactics, it can be 
negated by a simple substitute amend-
ment that could be propounded by any 
Senator, which amendment, in the 
form of a substitute, would then negate 
the rule change, which then would 
bring us back to the position that we 
are of 60 votes. 

So I say to my friend from Kentucky, 
when we agree to further amendments 
or we agree to his unanimous consent 
request—which none of us has seen, 
which the Senator did not take the 
time to show me—we have to be a little 
bit careful and cautious as to what we 
agree to. 

So I want to move forward. I want to 
move forward with amendments. I will 
be glad to go into a quorum call and sit 
down with all of the Senators present 
on the floor and see if we can’t work 
something out. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Do I have the 
floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky has the floor. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I still have the floor. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I believe I did not 

yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky yielded to the Sen-
ator from Arizona for a question. 

Mr. MCCAIN. No. I asked if the Sen-
ator would yield. I did not ask if the 
Senator would yield for a question. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. He did not ask me 
to yield the floor, and I did not yield 
the floor, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
might I suggest a solution to the prob-
lem of my friend from Arizona. He 
might want to look at the amend-
ments. If he does not find them offen-
sive, maybe he would want to give his 
Republican colleagues an opportunity 
to lay down their amendments, to dis-
cuss them, and lay them aside, with 
the understanding that, obviously, 
they would get a vote at someplace 
down the road, unless they were fili-
bustered. 

I would ask my friend from Arizona, 
what would be wrong in taking a look 
at the amendments, one by one, and if 
they met the Senator’s approval, 
maybe he would give our Republican 
colleagues an opportunity to have 
some votes? 

Mr. MCCAIN. If the Senator would 
allow—— 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield for a ques-
tion. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I cannot ask you a 
question. I can only answer. You can 
yield the floor, and I will be glad to 
yield the floor back. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I do not yield the 
floor, but there must be some way for 
the Senator from Arizona to express 
himself. I will be glad to yield to him 
for a question. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I will try to frame it as 
a question. 

Is the Senator aware that up until 
half an hour ago we were not allowed 
to see the amendment nor have we 
been able to see your proposed unani-
mous consent request—we were not al-
lowed to look at it. Now we have a 
chance to look at it. We would be glad 
to look at it, but I still say, if the Sen-
ator from Kentucky wants to really 
move forward, then we go into a 
quorum call, we sit down, as has been 
my habit in 13 years on the floor here, 
and see if we cannot work out an agree-
ment. If we cannot, then we will not. 
But that is the way we usually do it. 

I want to assure the Senator from 
Kentucky that, from my viewpoint, as 
long as we are protected, as long as we 
can make sure this is a straightforward 
process, then I am eager for additional 
amendments to be considered when de-
bate on this particular amendment has 
been consumed. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I believe I have 
the floor, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky has the floor. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Might I suggest 
the Senator from Arizona and the Sen-
ator from Montana and the Senator 
from Utah have a discussion about this 
while I make some remarks. Maybe the 
Senator from Arizona might be satis-
fied that there is no chicanery afoot 
here between the Senator from Utah 
and the Senator from Montana. Might 
I suggest to the Senator from Arizona, 
since the objection came from the as-
sistant Democratic leader, you might 
want to include him in the discussion. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield for a ques-
tion. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from 
Kentucky, in response to a question 
asked by the Senator from Arizona, the 
Senator stated to me—and it was re-
ported in the press this morning—that 
the Senator yesterday, in the effort 
with the amendment for a rules 
change, has indicated that the intent 
of the Senator from Kentucky was to 
change the rule, not to change the 
number of Senators it would take to 
invoke cloture in this matter. The Sen-
ator has stated, as I said, publicly and 
stated to me personally that in this 
matter we would only need 60 votes. 

Is that what the Senator said? 
Mr. MCCONNELL. That is exactly 

what the Senator said. I am not pre-
pared to withdraw that yet, as Senator 
MCCAIN indicated that that could be 
displaced, in any event, by some sub-
stitute, which the Senator from Ne-

vada has already offered. I reject the 
notion that there is some devious no-
tion at work. Besides, I don’t even 
want to get into that. The only issue 
before us, I say to the Senator from Ne-
vada, is whether or not we can get con-
sent to have some other Senators take 
advantage —we have had all this dis-
cussion about having an open debate on 
campaign finance reform. We can’t 
even get amendments laid down for dis-
cussion. We are not talking about con-
troversial amendments, I don’t think. 
People do have the option to vote 
against them. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield for a ques-
tion. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, the 
Senator has indicated there are two 
amendments the Senator wishes, he 
and/or his colleagues, to file today. I 
have stated that as far as the two 
amendments pending, one by Senator 
DASCHLE and one by this Senator, we 
would not agree to set those aside. 
However, the record is quite clear; 
there are two spots still open in the 
tree that these Senators could file 
their amendments any time they want 
today. All they need is recognition. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator from 
Kentucky yield again for a question? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to make a parliamentary in-
quiry with respect to the amending 
process in relation to what the Senator 
from Nevada just suggested. Is it true 
that a first and second-degree amend-
ment are pending, as offered by the mi-
nority leader and the assistant minor-
ity leader, that would take consent to 
lay aside? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, the 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Is it true that al-
though two additional amendment 
slots are available to offer amend-
ments, if amendments were offered and 
agreed to, and an amendment offered 
by the minority leader was subse-
quently adopted, the action taken on 
the two additional amendment slots 
would, in effect, become moot? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. With this record 
now made by the Chair, I regret that 
our Democratic colleagues are block-
ing amendment consideration during 
this campaign finance reform bill. 
What we are trying to do is to give Re-
publican Senators an opportunity to 
offer amendments. If I understand the 
Chair correctly, where we are is that 
without consent, either from the as-
sistant Democratic leader or the Sen-
ator from Arizona, my Republican col-
leagues are not going to be able to offer 
an amendment. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I will yield for a 
question. 

VerDate May 21 2004 08:44 Jun 14, 2004 Jkt 039102 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S15OC9.000 S15OC9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 25533 October 15, 1999 
Mr. MCCAIN. I want to tell the Sen-

ator that the Senator from Montana 
and the Senator from Utah and I and 
the Senator from Wisconsin are in 
agreement that an amendment by Sen-
ator BENNETT and Senator CONRAD 
would be in order, unless the Senator 
from Wisconsin has additional com-
ments about the pending amendment, 
but that it is also proper and appro-
priate to continue the debate until fin-
ished on the pending amendment and 
that, of course, we would like to make 
sure that any unanimous consent 
agreement we are in agreement with. I 
hope the Democratic leader would also 
agree with that approach to the pend-
ing business because I am not in any 
way in disagreement with the view of 
the Senator from Kentucky that we 
need to move forward with the process. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Arizona. Maybe I should 
make the consent request again. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending two amendments be laid aside 
in order for Senator BENNETT and Sen-
ator BURNS to offer an amendment re-
garding Internet free speech and that 
no second-degree amendments be in 
order prior to the vote in relation to 
the amendment. I further ask consent 
that the vote occur on or in relation to 
the amendment at 5:30 p.m. on Monday, 
and that there be 5 minutes equally di-
vided for closing remarks just prior to 
the vote and, following the debate 
today, the amendment be laid aside 
until that time. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Reserving the right to 
object—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the amend-
ment, which I personally haven’t seen, 
but I am sure has been shared with the 
staff, we have not had an opportunity 
to discuss, to even show the amend-
ment to the ranking member of the 
Commerce Committee, the ranking 
member of the Judiciary Committee, 
both of whom are tremendously inter-
ested in anything dealing with the 
Internet. First of all, to lock in a time, 
that is something we couldn’t do. 

Secondly, I say to my friend from 
Kentucky, there are no more votes 
until 5:30. That is an announcement 
made by the majority leader. So we are 
not stopping anyone from voting. That 
decision has been made by the major-
ity. We would have been happy to stay 
and vote. I have been here the last sev-
eral days anyway. If there had been 
some notice there would be votes, 
other people would be here. 

I say there is ample opportunity to 
talk about any of these issues in what-
ever length anyone cares to. We have a 
vote scheduled at 5:30 on a judicial 
nomination or whatever the majority 
leader decides. We have cloture votes 
that are going to take place on Tues-

day. I think we have plenty to do on 
this. 

I might say in passing that I think 
now the majority knows how we feel 
all the time when we can’t offer 
amendments to pending legislation. On 
this legislation, we have two amend-
ments that have been filed: One dealing 
with the Shays-Meehan legislation, and 
one dealing with the so-called soft 
money amendment. That is what this 
debate is all about. That is what it 
should focus on. Objection is heard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Let me try an-
other approach, if I may. I heard the 
distinguished assistant Democratic 
leader say the time was a problem. Let 
me try it a different way. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending two amendments be laid aside 
in order for Senator BENNETT and Sen-
ator BURNS to offer an amendment re-
garding Internet free speech, and that 
following the reporting by the clerk, 
the amendment be laid aside. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I reserve 
the right to object. I will not object. I 
think it is important that we move for-
ward. I think there are Senators on the 
floor who want to propose amendments 
and who want to debate. I want to 
say—perhaps this is the only time in 
this entire debate the Senator from 
Kentucky and I are in total agree-
ment—that we should allow an amend-
ment by Senator BENNETT and Senator 
BURNS, even if I am not in agreement 
with that amendment. I think it is 
very destructive of the entire propo-
sition with which we began this debate, 
and that is that we would allow amend-
ments and votes. I do not object. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President, I say this: These 
amendments can be offered. There is no 
question they can be offered. It has al-
ready been indicated that they be of-
fered. There are two spots still open on 
the tree. Objection is heard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
am told by the parliamentary experts 
who serve us that to amend the rest of 
the tree is essentially a waste of time. 
So as a practical matter, what our 
Democratic colleagues are doing is pre-
venting Republicans from offering 
amendments. This has the result of 
putting us back to the way we have 
handled this in the past, which the 
Senator from Arizona and I thought 
the other side had agreed we would not 
do this time, which was to allow 
amendments. The practical effect of 
where we are now is we are going to 
have two cloture votes, which is the 
way this issue has been dealt with in 
recent years, and it prevents Senators 

from offering amendments, having 
them debated, and having them voted 
on. I think that is unfortunate. 

Mr. President, on the substance of 
the issue, unless there is some change 
of heart on the part of my good friend 
from Nevada, and I see he, with a de-
termined look on his face, has taken 
his seat, I assume the last word on that 
issue has been uttered. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Could I prevail one 
more time on the Senator from Ken-
tucky to yield for a question? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield for a ques-
tion. 

Mr. MCCAIN. According to the par-
liamentary exchange that I heard be-
tween you and the President, the Sen-
ator from Utah still can offer an 
amendment; is that correct? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. He can offer an 
amendment, but if their amendment 
were adopted, his is wiped out. What I 
am told is it, in effect, makes the offer-
ing of the amendment an exercise in fu-
tility. That is what I am advised. 

Mr. MCCAIN. By the brains? 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes, by our super- 

Parliamentarian. 
Mr. MCCAIN. I thank the Senator for 

his response. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank the Sen-

ator from Arizona for being willing to 
let our colleagues offer their amend-
ments. Let me repeat, where that 
leaves us is we have been shut out, as 
a practical matter, by the other side 
and denied an opportunity to offer im-
portant amendments that many of us 
believe would have improved this bill. 

I want to encourage Senator BURNS 
and Senator BENNETT, who are on the 
floor, to go ahead and say what they 
would have done had they had the op-
portunity to do it. I think this is a very 
constructive amendment, and if they 
will just indulge me for one moment, I 
will yield the floor, and I hope they get 
an opportunity to discuss the amend-
ment they would have offered had they 
had an opportunity to do so. 

Mr. BURNS. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield for a ques-
tion. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I assume 
we will have a vote on the Democratic 
amendment; is that correct? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. There are two clo-
ture votes. The Democratic leader laid 
down what is typically referred to as 
Shays-Meehan, the bill that passed the 
House. The assistant Democratic lead-
er second-degreed that with the under-
lying ‘‘McCain-Feingold lite’’ and filed 
cloture on both. 

Under the rules of the Senate, those 
votes would occur Tuesday morning. 
The dilemma we now have is, we are in 
a position where colleagues on our side 
of the aisle are unable to offer amend-
ments. 

What I suggest to my friend from 
Montana is—— 

Mr. BURNS. Once the cloture vote 
has been taken and cloture is not 
agreed to, then what happens? 

VerDate May 21 2004 08:44 Jun 14, 2004 Jkt 039102 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S15OC9.000 S15OC9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE25534 October 15, 1999 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I believe the Re-

publican leader will have concluded 
that, after 5 days of this debate, we 
would go on to other matters before 
the Senate. From a parliamentary 
point of view, we will be right where we 
are now if cloture is not invoked. So all 
that will have happened is, Senators 
such as you and the Senator from Utah 
will have been denied the opportunity 
to offer amendments. 

Mr. BURNS. Will we move off this 
issue and go to another issue? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. That is my under-
standing. The majority leader has 
other important matters he would like 
the Senate to turn to after Tuesday. 
That is his decision. 

What I suggest to both of the Sen-
ators, who have been waiting patiently, 
is to describe the amendment that 
would have been offered had the Sen-
ator been given an opportunity to do 
so, and put that in the RECORD. Maybe 
at some point between now and Tues-
day, there will be some change of 
heart. But I think we ought to say to 
the Senate what the Senator wanted to 
be able to do had he been permitted. 

Mr. BURNS. I have a very short 
statement on that. I will yield to the 
advice of the Senator from Kentucky 
and also yield to my good friend from 
Utah as to what he would like to do. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I don’t 
have a time schedule today. I will 
spend the entire weekend in the Wash-
ington area. My friend from Montana 
has an airplane to catch, so I am happy 
to step aside and let him make what-
ever statement he wants to make and 
delay my comments until he has fin-
ished. 

Mr. BURNS. I thank my friend from 
Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized. 

Mr. BURNS. I thank the Chair. 
The amendment that was crafted by 

Senator BENNETT and myself is a very 
important amendment regarding this 
business of freedom of speech and how 
it is connected to the issue of campaign 
finance reform. What the amendment 
actually says is that citizens who use 
the Internet to express themselves po-
litically are not subject to ‘‘Big Broth-
er’’ policing imposed by the Federal 
election bureaucrats. The amendment 
simply prevents the FEC from defining 
political communications by individ-
uals over the Internet as campaign 
contributions. 

I thank my friend from Utah for his 
input when we crafted this amendment. 
I should emphasize to my colleagues 
that this amendment is very narrow in 
scope and covers only individuals who 
don’t receive compensation for their 
Internet communications. I think that 
is very important—individuals who do 
not receive compensation for their 
Internet communications. Further, 

these individuals cannot solicit polit-
ical contributions using the Internet. 

If an American citizen feels strongly 
enough about a candidate or an issue 
to create a web site to express his 
views, he should not be subject to over-
sight by the Federal Election Commis-
sion. Free expression is the founding 
principle of this country. 

Currently—and not a surprise to 
those of us who have seen the explosion 
of the Internet—there are 90 million 
Americans who use the World Wide 
Web to access information, e-mail, and 
other services every day. Undoubtedly, 
many of these communications are po-
litical in nature. Are we to expect the 
FEC to somehow monitor and regulate 
all of this political dialog? To me, that 
is a very chilling scenario. 

I myself use the unique capabilities 
of the Internet for a host of things—to 
communicate with my constituents, 
for services. We have a web page that 
allows my constituents access to my 
office electronically. Every week, I do 
a ‘‘cybercast’’ from my web site, where 
I answer questions posed to me by my 
constituents from Montana and across 
the country. 

By the way, once you go on the web, 
you are everywhere. Just yesterday, in 
my cybercast, I commented on the tre-
mendous, productive debate that has 
resulted from the increased use of this 
great thing we call the Internet. It al-
lows any individual to become a pub-
lisher and have the same access in the 
marketplace of ideas as the largest po-
litical party, or corporation, for that 
matter. 

We have seen the leveling of mar-
keting because one person with an idea 
for a service or goods can now go on 
the web and take on the largest cor-
porations and be successful. That is 
what makes it a very powerful tool. 

We have seen spectacular growth re-
sult from the upward spiral of the 
Internet. A recent Commerce Depart-
ment study has indicated that over a 
third of the U.S. increase in gross do-
mestic product since 1995 is directly 
traceable to information technologies 
and, in particular, the Internet. Small 
businesses and individuals have used 
those capabilities of this new tool to 
tap into global markets and compete 
directly with large corporations. 

Even more important than the raw 
economic numbers, however, is the 
flowering of the discussion of ideas 
that has been fostered by the Internet. 
Whether on web sites, chat rooms, or e- 
mail, the revolution in information 
technology has resulted in the ongoing, 
vigorous, sustained debates on the crit-
ical issues that now face our country. 

A year ago, I was in China and there, 
too, as the capability grows, the Inter-
net grows—not as fast as we have expe-
rienced here in this country, because of 
infrastructure more than anything 
else, but it is growing. And with it is a 
growing fear in that country where the 

Government controls every aspect of 
information; the fear of the freedom of 
flow on the Internet is very real. 

The Internet uniquely provides the 
ability for any individual to express his 
political beliefs, and we think that 
should not be infringed upon. To limit 
free speech of individuals in the very 
country that created the Internet is as 
dangerous as it is misguided. As chair-
man of the Senate Communications 
Subcommittee, and cochairman of the 
Internet Caucus, I have been convinced 
time and time again of the folly of try-
ing to regulate the Internet. 

Government should not impose bur-
densome regulations on political 
speech on the Internet, or any other 
medium. Instead, the Government 
should act to keep the Internet and 
those medium outlets a free speech 
zone. 

I urge my colleagues, if this amend-
ment sees the light of day and comes to 
this floor, to adopt this amendment as 
part of the ongoing reform. 

I thank the Chair. I thank my good 
friend from Kentucky. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, before my 

friend from Montana leaves for Mon-
tana, he can offer his amendment. The 
Senator from Utah can offer his 
amendment to two slots to which I pre-
viously referred. If they are subse-
quently adopted, they could try to de-
feat, of course, the Daschle-Reid 
amendments by votes, or after the Reid 
amendment is disposed of, they could 
still offer their amendments to the 
Daschle amendment. In short, there 
are occasions in the Senate when it 
doesn’t work by majority rule but most 
of the time majority rules. In this in-
stance, the majority rules. All they 
need to do is pass this amendment and 
defeat the Reid-Daschle amendment. 

It is a very simple procedure. They 
can offer their amendments. They not 
only can talk about them but they can 
offer both of them. 

Remember the procedure we are now 
working under. There will be no votes 
this day or on Monday until 5:30. We 
will come in sometime Monday. There 
will be further discussion on this bill. 
There are people on my side of the 
aisle, on the minority side, who still 
want to talk about the bill. 

Also, there has been some talk about 
pulling down this bill on Tuesday. Of 
course, it is 5 days. I know the major-
ity leader recognizes the fifth day is on 
Wednesday. But also, you can’t auto-
matically go to something else. It 
takes, again, a majority vote to do 
that. 

As I have indicated, all they need are 
majority votes to adopt the Burns 
amendment and the Bennett amend-
ment and have a majority vote to go to 
some other issue rather than campaign 
finance reform. 
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We are operating, we think, in good 

faith. There are still two spots to offer 
their amendments. If there are two 
Senators who wish to offer their 
amendments, they can certainly do 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, as a 
practical matter, I repeat what I said 
earlier. The offering of amendments to 
the rest of the tree would be a waste of 
time. Several of the amendments my 
colleagues want to offer would not be 
germane postcloture. 

We are, as a result of the actions of 
the other side, on a glidepath to two 
cloture votes on Tuesday. But we will 
have an opportunity to discuss amend-
ments that would have been offered 
could they have been offered and that 
would have been offered, if this par-
liamentary situation would have al-
lowed it. 

I encourage, in addition, Senator 
BURNS, who has already talked about 
his amendment, and Senators SES-
SIONS, THOMPSON, LIEBERMAN, NICKLES, 
HATCH, and HAGEL to take the oppor-
tunity—if not today at least on Mon-
day—to come over to the Senate and 
describe the amendments they would 
have offered and put them in the 
RECORD so everyone is aware of the op-
portunities that were missed. 

I was listening with some interest to 
the Senator from Arizona earlier in de-
scribing what he perceived to be the 
position of the business community in 
this country with regard to non-Fed-
eral money. The Senator described the 
views of a business group which until a 
few months ago no one had ever heard 
of, and more specifically the rec-
ommendations of a subcommittee of 
that group that was dominated by busi-
nessmen who have contributed to 
Democrats over 2-to-1 and leaving out 
of the description the remainder of 
that business groups’ views on cam-
paign finance reform, which are for 
public funding, taxpayer funding, of 
elections and spending limits, which is 
such a bizarre position these days. It 
hasn’t even been advocated by the 
other side in the last few years. I think 
it is safe to say that this little-known 
business group does not represent the 
views of American business. 

Let me take a few moments to out-
line the views of American business on 
the issue before us. 

There are 10 business groups rep-
resenting over 4 million businesses, and 
40 million employees representing the 
Business and Industry Political Action 
Committee, the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, the National Mining Associa-
tion, the National Restaurant Associa-
tion, the National Association of Real-
tors, the National Association of Man-
ufacturers, the National Association of 
Business Political Action Committees, 
the Associated Builders and Contrac-
tors, the National Association of 

Wholesaler-Distributors, and the Na-
tional Association of Broadcasters, a 
media group, all of whom signed the 
following letter: 

As the leading business associations in 
America, we oppose the current campaign fi-
nance reform legislation being debated in 
the Senate and strongly oppose that which 
recently passed the U.S. House of Represent-
atives. * * * the tenets of McCain-Feingold 
and the House-passed Shays-Meehan Bill run 
contrary to the First Amendment guaran-
tees of freedom of speech. 

* * * * * 
Further regulating issue advocacy should 

be rejected as an infringement on the basic 
right of free speech. We are also concerned 
that these bills decrease opportunities and 
incentives for citizen participation in the 
election process. 

* * * * * 
Just as over-regulation distorts the com-

mercial marketplace, so can over-regulation 
distort the marketplace of political ideas. 

* * * * * 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that letter be printed in the 
RECORD, as well as an excellent letter 
from the National Association of Man-
ufacturers on the same subject, and a 
letter by the Chamber of Commerce on 
the same subject. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

BUSINESS-INDUSTRY POLITICAL 
ACTION COMMITTEE OF AMERICA, 

Washington, DC, October 7, 1999. 
Hon. — 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR —: As the leading business associa-
tions in America, we oppose the current 
campaign finance reform legislation being 
debated in the Senate and strongly oppose 
that which recently passed the U.S. House of 
Representatives. While most of the nation’s 
business community agrees with the need for 
some meaningful reform of the Federal laws 
regarding campaign finance, the tenets of 
McCain-Feingold and the House-passed 
Shays-Meehan Bill run contrary to the First 
Amendment guarantees of freedom of speech. 

This week, the U.S. Supreme Court will be 
hearing yet another case on the constitu-
tionality of limiting free speech. Further 
regulating issue advocacy should be rejected 
as an infringement of the basic right of free 
speech. We are also concerned that these 
bills decrease opportunities and incentives 
for citizen participation in the election proc-
ess. 

Comprehensive campaign finance legisla-
tion has not been passed since 1974 and con-
tribution caps established at that time have 
not been adjusted for inflation. The max-
imum contribution of $1,000 in 1974 is worth 
only $303 today. These artificially low ceil-
ings have forced candidates and political 
parties to seek alternative ways to finance 
effective participation in the election proc-
ess. Candidates now have more voters to 
reach and the cost of campaigning continues 
to rise. 

Just as over-regulation distorts the com-
mercial marketplace, so can over-regulation 
distort the marketplace of political ideas. 
Rather than regulating more, we would sug-
gest both complete and immediate disclosure 
of all campaign contributions and raising or 
eliminating limits on individual and PAC 
contributions. 

Eliminating or further limiting financial 
alternatives basically used to fund get-out- 
the-vote drives or issue awareness efforts, 
without corresponding actions to raise per-
sonal and corporate limits, only exacerbates 
the funding shortfalls of current campaigns 
and the increasingly lower voter turnout. 

Sincerely, 
Gregory S. Casey, President and CEO, 

BIPAC; Thomas J. Donohue, President 
and CEO, U.S. Chamber of Commerce; 
Richard L. Lawson, President and CEO, 
National Mining Association; Stephen 
C. Anderson, President and CEO, Na-
tional Restaurant Association; Lee L. 
Verstandig, Senior Vice President, 
Govt. Affairs, National Association of 
Realtors; Jerry J. Jasinowski, Presi-
dent, National Association of Manufac-
turers; David Rehr, President, National 
Association of Business Political Ac-
tion Committees; Charlotte W. Her-
bert, Vice President, Government Af-
fairs, Associated Builders and Contrac-
tors, Inc.; Dirk Van Dongen, President, 
National Association of Wholesaler- 
Distributors; Edward O. Fritts, Presi-
dent and CEO, National Association of 
Broadcasters. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF MANUFACTURERS, 

Washington, DC, September 20, 1999. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL: On behalf of 
the more than 14,000 members of the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers, includ-
ing approximately 10,500 small manufactur-
ers, I want to applaud your efforts in pro-
tecting the First Amendment rights of indi-
viduals and organizations to participate in 
the political process by opposing attempts to 
further regulate campaign finance and polit-
ical speech. 

I want to share our thoughts on campaign 
finance reform with you: 

1. While the NAM has no formal policy on 
soft money, manufacturers know that just as 
over-regulation distorts the commercial 
marketplace, so can over-regulation distort 
the marketplace of political ideas. The so- 
called soft money issue emerged in response 
to earlier regulatory restrictions imposed on 
the political system. Adding another layer of 
regulations to cover the failures of previous 
regulatory efforts will inevitably lead to fur-
ther distortions. The NAM believes that rais-
ing limits on individual and PAC contribu-
tions is long overdue. The NAM supports full 
disclosure of campaign contributions. 

2. The NAM is completely opposed to total 
or partial government funding of congres-
sional campaigns. The NAM believes that 
our representative form of government func-
tions best when candidates seek voluntary 
contributions from private citizens or citizen 
groups. Government funding through tax 
dollars of candidates for the U.S. Senate and 
House of Representatives would constitute 
drastic and costly change in our electoral 
process. Such unwarranted federal intrusion 
into the election process would also reverse 
the present healthy trend toward a reduction 
in the many pervasive levels of bureaucracy 
in the federal government. On PACs: As 
many as 20 million Americans participate in 
nearly 4000 PACs. That is almost half of the 
total number of people who voted in the last 
election cycle. PAC participation is an exer-
cise in free speech and voluntary political 
activity that has brought millions into the 
political process. 

3. The Supreme Court has decided that 
money is a form of speech. So, limitations on 
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giving as a form of political speech, whether 
voluntary or coerced, are limitations on the 
ability to exercise free speech. Those of us in 
industry that have been highly impacted by 
government regulation know that elections 
have consequences and limitations on our 
ability to be involved in the process is con-
sequential to the support and election of pro- 
growth candidates. 

4. Issue advocacy restrictions are very wor-
risome and almost certainly unconstitu-
tional. If the NAM ran ads today about 
health care or Social Security reform that 
mention a Congressman’s vote on those 
issues but do not urge the election or defeat 
of the Congressman, that’s perfectly legal 
under current law (for example, ‘‘thank-you’’ 
ads manufacturers have run in recent years). 
Under previous versions of the McCain-Fein-
gold plan, this would change. Running ads 
more than 60 days before a general election 
would be constitutionally protected free 
speech, but running identical ads less than 60 
days before an election would be highly regu-
lated speech. NAM has no formal policy on 
restrictions on issue advocacy, but is very 
troubled by them. 

5. The role of organized labor in the polit-
ical process is not adequately addressed by 
proponents of reform. The involuntary col-
lection of union dues for political purposes is 
anathema to democracy. NAM policy states 
that ‘‘The involuntary collection and use of 
funds by labor unions for political purposes 
should be prohibited by statute. The NAM 
supports the codification of the Beck Su-
preme Court decision and further paycheck 
protection measures that ensure that union 
members cannot be forced to have manda-
tory union dues go to political causes or or-
ganizations they do not support.’’ 

In recent years, these five areas of concern 
have been the principal reasons why the 
NAM has opposed campaign finance reform 
legislation and the NAM Key Vote Advisory 
Committee has named campaign finance re-
form a Key Manufacturing Vote. The NAM 
has long advocated individual freedom and 
participation by all citizens in the legisla-
tive and the political process. Therefore, we 
must again oppose the McCain-Feingold leg-
islation. 

For all these reasons, oppositiion to 
McCain-Feingold, like the Shays-Meehan bill 
in the House, will be designated a Key Manu-
facturing Vote in the NAM voting record for 
the 106th Congress. 

We greatly appreciate your leadership on 
this important issue. 

Sincerely, 
JERRY J. JASINOWSKI. 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Washington, DC, September 14, 1999. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL: On behalf of 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the world’s 
largest business organization representing 
more than three million businesses of every 
size, sector and region, I want to applaud 
your efforts in protecting the First Amend-
ment rights of individuals and organizations 
by opposing attempts to regulate ‘‘issue ad-
vocacy.’’ 

The U.S. Chamber has long advocated indi-
vidual freedom and unrestricted participa-
tion by all citizens in the legislative and the 
political process. Therefore, we oppose the 
McCain/Feingold legislation. By restricting 
issue advocacy, we believe the legislation is 
an infringement on the constitutionally pro-
tected right of free speech of individuals and 
organizations. 

After numerous press reports we feel it is 
imperative to clarify our differences with 
some groups. The Chamber believes in rea-
sonable campaign finance reform proposals. 
We support a system that relies on full dis-
closure, voluntary participation, and the 
confidence in the electorate to make sound 
decisions through the free exchange of ideas 
and information. We believe true reform pro-
tects the First Amendment rights of Amer-
ican citizens, organizations and parties. 

The Chamber does not support taxpayer fi-
nancing of congressional races as it would 
dangerously extend the government’s role in 
the traditionally voluntary political process 
based on individual choice. We believe spend-
ing limits are unconstitutional and we will 
continue to adamantly oppose restrictions 
on the use of ‘‘issue advocacy’’ as an in-
fringement on First Amendment rights. 

We greatly appreciate your leadership on 
this important issue. 

Sincerely, 
TOM. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it 
has been suggested that somehow 
members of the business community 
believe they have to contribute to po-
litical campaigns. Nothing could be 
further from the truth. I am familiar 
with a number of companies that do 
not contribute non-Federal money, as 
is their right. We appreciate those who 
do choose to support our party and give 
us an opportunity to engage in issue 
advocacy, voter turnout, and other 
projects that are funded by non-Fed-
eral money, which gives us an oppor-
tunity to compete in the marketplace 
of ideas and gives us a chance to win 
elections. For those who do choose to 
participate, we want to thank you. 

I also suggest to those who do not 
want to, don’t feel obliged to. There 
are plenty other members of the busi-
ness community who want to get in-
volved, who want to help advance the 
cause that my party stands for, and we 
are grateful for their support. 

I don’t know whether we are going to 
have any more speakers. I want to 
check with our floor staff and see if we 
might not be at a point to wrap it up. 

Mr. REID. Senator FEINGOLD says he 
wants to speak for 10 or 15 minutes on 
the bill. But other than that, we have 
no request for speakers on this side. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
Senator BENNETT might come back. 
But he will be here Monday as well and 
will be able to speak at that point. 

I see the Senator from Wisconsin is 
here and wishes to speak. I don’t be-
lieve we have any other interest in 
speaking on this side. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, we 

have had an excellent debate so far. I 
am pleased to have an opportunity to 
make a few comments essentially in 
summary on what we have covered. 

We have been debating an amend-
ment. In fact, we have been debating 
two amendments. We have been debat-
ing two alternatives, both of which I 
like very much. One of them is the 

original version of the McCain-Fein-
gold bill, which is very similar to the 
Shays-Meehan bill that has been of-
fered, and the other is essentially the 
underlying bill, the approach of simply 
banning soft money. We think that is 
well worth doing if we can get nothing 
else out of the Senate. 

I want to make it very clear. I, like 
my leader, the Senator from South Da-
kota, also support comprehensive re-
form. It is even a little bit amusing to 
me because I remember we had the 
first version of the McCain-Feingold 
bill. And when the decision was made 
to make it a little bit lighter in order 
to get more support, there was outcry 
by some that we had abandoned com-
prehensive reform. 

What is now the Shays-Meehan bill 
was said at that time not to be com-
prehensive, but today the Shays-Mee-
han bill is being called comprehensive 
reform. 

It is not comprehensive, I am the 
first to admit; not only that bill, not 
only our bill, but any of the bills that 
have been offered, including the origi-
nal McCain-Feingold bill. I prefer pub-
lic financing. So the question isn’t: Is 
this bill comprehensive reform? There 
is no comprehensive reform being of-
fered on the floor of the Senate in this 
debate. The question is whether we are 
advancing the cause of campaign fi-
nance reform in a meaningful way with 
these different alternatives. 

I think either alternative, Shays- 
Meehan or the McCain-Feingold soft 
money ban, does advance the cause of 
campaign finance reform. 

Then there are only two questions in 
deciding which approach to follow at 
this point in this Senate. The first 
question is: Can it pass? Can the legis-
lation get over the filibuster in the 
Senate? The second question, and it is 
as important as the first question, 
maybe more important: Is it worth it 
to pass the bill assuming we can do it? 
That is the issue we have to address. 

On the first question, what can be 
passed in this body? I would love and 
have fought long and hard for years to 
be able to pass a bill through this body 
that includes not only a ban on soft 
money but that also deals with the 
phony issue ads that almost every 
American knows are campaign ads. But 
unlike the Senator from New Jersey, I 
have taken the time to sit down indi-
vidually with every Republican Sen-
ator who has not supported our side in 
the past, who I thought might support 
our side on a pure soft money ban or 
some other alternative. 

I asked each Member what they want 
to see in a campaign finance reform 
bill. I did this largely with the help and 
special extra effort not only of Senator 
MCCAIN, but also the Senator from 
Maine. This was a process we under-
took in May and June and that con-
tinues today. I believe these Senators 
were being sincere with me. Some said 
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they would not support anything and 
enjoyed the conversation. Some told 
me maybe there was a way they could 
support a stronger bill. The underlying 
theme from these conversations was 
whereas they couldn’t support the pro-
visions having to do with phony issue 
ads, many of them were open to the 
possibility of simply banning soft 
money. Some said: Let’s ban soft 
money and do a couple of other things, 
too. 

There was a thread that came 
through all of these conversations. I 
can say to my colleagues with absolute 
certainty: I don’t believe there is any 
scenario where the phony issue ads 
issue can be dealt with in this body on 
this piece of legislation. We cannot get 
60 votes for it. And if we don’t get 60 
votes, the efforts in the House a few 
weeks ago that were so admirable are 
wasted. The House passed a bill that 
has both the soft money ban, and good 
provisions dealing with the phony issue 
ads. If we don’t pass a bill in the Sen-
ate at all, we all know the process. 
This isn’t Nebraska; it is not a unicam-
eral legislature. There are two Houses. 
If we can’t get a bill out of this body, 
there can’t be a conference; or if the 
House can’t agree to the Senate posi-
tion, we can’t have campaign finance 
reform. 

As great as the Shays-Meehan ap-
proach or the original McCain-Feingold 
approach is, I guarantee, I know we 
can’t get 60 votes for that approach in 
this Senate at this stage of the process. 

It is fair to ask whether or not we 
can pass the soft money ban. We don’t 
know for sure. But we do know this: 
This long, difficult battle has been 
won, one piece at a time. We are going 
to win it. The claim originally was, we 
only have a few supporters. Then the 
claim was, we just have Democrats and 
Senator MCCAIN and Senator THOMP-
SON; we don’t have a third Republican. 
Then Senator COLLINS came on board. 
Then Senator SPECTER came on board. 
Then they said, there are only 49 votes; 
you don’t have a majority, so you can’t 
win. Then we were very fortunate to 
gain the support of three Senators— 
Senators SNOWE, JEFFORDS, and 
CHAFEE, and we had a majority in the 
Senate. Then they said, you can’t get 
60 votes. 

Fair enough. We know we need 60 
votes, if people want to play the game 
that way—and it is the way it is often 
played in the Senate to win. For the 
last year, we have needed eight votes; 
we need eight votes. Because we had 
made the decision to listen to our Re-
publican colleagues who were willing 
to listen, to try to just do a soft money 
ban if we can’t do anything else, we 
now only need seven votes, as the Sen-
ator from Kansas, Mr. BROWNBACK, has 
cosponsored the McCain-Feingold bill 
to ban soft money. Now it is seven. 

Maybe in a couple of days it will be 
five or three or two. The point is, in 

this game we lose and lose and lose and 
lose until we win, and we only have to 
win once. That is what legislating is all 
about. We can win. We must find out 
whether it is possible to win by finding 
out how many Members of this body 
answer the following question with a 
yes or a no. The question is, Are you 
for or against party soft money? 

Do you think people should be able to 
give unlimited contributions to the po-
litical parties, $100,000, $250,000, 
$500,000, $1 million—even though cor-
porations and unions have been prohib-
ited from doing that for decades in the 
United States? That is the question. 
Are Members for soft money or are 
they against soft money? Are they for 
a system of legalized bribery or against 
a system of legalized bribery? That is 
the question. 

I do believe there is no contest, no 
question as to which approach is most 
likely to break the filibuster. It is the 
approach of simply banning soft 
money. 

That leads to the second question, 
and this is the excellent exchange we 
had with Senator TORRICELLI today. It 
was all about whether it will make a 
difference, whether it is worth it, 
whether it will do anything at all if we 
are able to only ban party soft money. 
It is a fair question because I don’t 
think there is any doubt there will al-
ways be attempts to avoid the ban and 
have the money flow to other sources. 

But my belief that it would make a 
huge difference to ban party soft 
money in this process is not some kind 
of utopian version. It is not some kind 
of a millennial fervor about being able 
to sever the connection between money 
and politics. I believe that is eternal. 
There will always be some connection 
between money and politics. 

The question is whether we can do 
something to close an outrageous loop-
hole that has caused America to not 
have a campaign finance reform sys-
tem at all—which is exactly what the 
Senator from Tennessee, Mr. THOMP-
SON, has said on many occasions. That 
is the question. Is it worth closing this 
loophole? 

Senator MCCAIN said it well. We may 
have to do more. Even this attempt 
may in 10 years be void. It is similar to 
tax reform. Nobody thinks when we do 
tax reform, as we did in 1986, that it is 
forever. It works for a while and we 
have to come back and do it again. 
That is why the Senator from Arizona 
said we don’t adjourn permanently. 
Problems recur. Thomas Jefferson even 
said we should have a revolution every 
20 years. Surely, it is not such a bad 
thing if we have campaign finance re-
form attempted every 20 years. 

I do think it is worth it. The reason 
I think it is worth it is because of the 
staggering figures I think many Ameri-
cans are not aware of which are dem-
onstrated on this chart. Do the Amer-
ican people know the kind of money 

that is being given to the political par-
ties in this country, in a country that 
is supposed to be based on the principle 
of one person, one vote? How can they 
believe they are operating under a sys-
tem of one person, one vote when enor-
mous contributions can be given by 
corporations, unions, and individuals 
that make a farce out of the Watergate 
era reforms? 

These figures bear repetition. In 1992, 
52 people gave over $200,000 to one of 
the major political petitioners. That is 
a lot. But by 1996, 219 people had given 
over $200,000. What about over $300,000? 
In 1992, only 20 people had given 
$300,000 to the major political parties. 
That figure sextupled—120 people in-
stead of 20 gave in 1996 that amount. 

What about those who gave $400,000? 
These aren’t groups that represent a 
bunch of individuals. These are one in-
dividual or one union or one corpora-
tion, each giving $400,000. Thirteen en-
tities or persons did that in 1992, but in 
1996 it was 1979. 

Finally, $500,000, a half a million dol-
lars—people or corporations or unions 
giving a half a million dollars to one of 
the political parties: there were 9 peo-
ple or groups who did that in 1992; by 
1996 it was 50. I can just imagine what 
that figure is going to look like in the 
year 2000. It will be enormous. In a sys-
tem where people are supposed to gen-
erally have their votes count the same, 
some people get to give these unlim-
ited contributions to the national po-
litical parties. 

To tie this into the debate from yes-
terday about the issue of corruption 
and the appearance of corruption, I re-
minded my colleagues after the ex-
change here that the test that the Su-
preme Court has put forward as to 
whether you can ban contributions or 
limit contributions is whether there is 
corruption or the appearance of corrup-
tion. All I needed to do to drive this 
point home was to open up the news-
paper this morning and on the front 
page of the Washington Post see this 
headline: 

Microsoft Targets Funding For Antitrust 
Office. 

Apparently Microsoft and their allies 
are not seeking to directly affect the 
litigation that is being conducted with 
regard to Microsoft by the Justice De-
partment at this time; what they are 
trying to do, according to this article, 
is cut the overall funding for the Jus-
tice Department’s Antitrust Division. 
In this context, if somehow things 
don’t look right, there is the ever 
present possibility that there would be 
an appearance of corruption. It just so 
happens on the plane out here, next to 
my seat there was a copy of Forbes 
magazine and the Forbes 400. I read the 
whole thing. 

I found out to be in the Forbes 400 
now it is not enough to have half a bil-
lion dollars. You are not on the team if 
you’re only worth half a billion. You 
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get kicked off the Forbes 400 list. You 
have to have $620 million to be on the 
Forbes 400 list. 

Who do you think led that list? Who 
do you think was the lead in the whole 
thing? It was the Microsoft executive, 
of course, and Mr. Gates himself is so 
much more wealthy than the next 
wealthiest person that it is absolutely 
staggering. 

One chart in the magazine article 
showed five or six people and how their 
wealth was greater than the wealth of 
various countries. They put the picture 
of the head of the person next to the 
wealth of the country. In this context, 
where Microsoft wants the Justice De-
partment’s budget cut, to have a sce-
nario where corporations and unions 
and individuals can give unlimited 
amounts of soft money certainly cre-
ates the potential for an appearance of 
corruption. 

I have no idea what Microsoft’s or 
Bill Gates’ actual contributions are, 
and I am not suggesting that they are 
making those contributions to influ-
ence the funding of the Justice Depart-
ment. But for us to create a scenario 
where Mr. Gates could give unlimited 
amounts of money rather than the old 
$2,000 of hard money, or a Microsoft 
PAC could give more than $10,000, to 
just have it be unlimited I believe al-
most inherently, as the Supreme Court 
would say, creates an appearance of 
corruption that is bad for Microsoft, 
bad for the Justice Department, and 
bad for our country. 

We have never permitted this in the 
past. We have never permitted corpora-
tions to give this kind of money. We 
have never permitted unions to give 
this kind of money. Essentially in the 
last 5 years, one way to describe this: 
This kind of negative influence of 
money and politics, which will always 
be there, has gone from the retail— 
$2,000, $10,000—to the wholesale side. 
We now have the wholesale purchase of 
public policy, or the appearance there-
of, in this country. 

I will simply quote from a Min-
neapolis Star Tribune editorial from 
October 13, 1999. This summarizes this 
very well, the fact that it is worth it to 
prohibit corporations and unions and 
individuals from giving unlimited con-
tributions to the political parties. The 
editorial says: 

Later this week, when the Senate tries 
again to pass campaign-finance reform, op-
ponents will argue that Congress shouldn’t 
abridge the right of citizens to express their 
opinions through their checkbooks. Sen. 
Mitch McConnell, the Republicans’ leg-
endary fund-raiser from Kentucky, told the 
Washington Post this week: ‘‘Somebody 
needs to protect the right of Americans to 
project their message.’’ 

This is a plausible argument in a society 
that values free speech. Except that some of 
the people with the biggest checkbooks say 
it’s a load of bunk. 

Listen to Rob Johnson, corporate vice 
president for public affairs at Cargill Inc.: 
‘‘Even if money doesn’t buy influence, it is 

perceived to buy influence. That perception 
erodes peoples’ confidence in their govern-
ment and their willingness to participate in 
the electoral process.’’ 

Consider Marilyn Carlson Nelson of the 
Carlson Companies, or James Porter, a vice 
president at Honeywell. Both are active in 
the Committee for Economic Development 
(CED), a New York study group of influential 
corporate executives. After researching the 
cost of political campaigns, the CED con-
cluded last summer: ‘Candidates spend an in-
ordinate amount of time fundraising, reduc-
ing the time they spend communicating 
their ideas to constituents.’’ 

If these powerful executives—the very peo-
ple who might benefit most from checkbook 
politics—can see the corrupting influence of 
money in campaigns, it’s astonishing that 
the Senate cannot. 

And yet reform will almost certainly die in 
the Senate this month, for the third time in 
as many years. Though a promising bill just 
passed the House and has majority support 
in the Senate, reformers cannot muster the 
votes to break a GOP filibuster. 

The point is not that big donors always get 
their way. Populists can point to the occa-
sional victory—the recent House vote on pa-
tient’ rights, for example, or President Clin-
ton’s veto of the big GOP tax cut. 

The point is that big money has taken pol-
itics out of the hands of citizens and deliv-
ered it into the hands of cynics. Promising 
candidates refuse to run for office because 
they can’t face begging for cash. Talented in-
cumbents shirk their legislative work to 
raise money for the next campaign. Citizen 
volunteers drop out of politics because the 
old forms of participation—pounding lawn 
signs and calling neighbors—have given way 
to slick direct mail and vicious TV spots. 
Voters eventully understand that politcs no 
longer belongs to them. 

The bill that comes before the Senate this 
week—a whittled-down reform written by 
Republican John McCain of Arizona and 
Democrat Russell Feingold of Wisconsin— 
wouldn’t revoluntionize politics. It would 
merely ban ‘‘soft money,’’ the unregulated 
form of contributions that has spiraled out 
of control in recent years. But banning soft 
money would at least be a start toward 
healthier politics. Alas, that start must like-
ly await another year, and a Congress with 
more courage. 

After three fruitless years, the reform ef-
fort has grown demoralizing. And yet the 
marathon debate is useful—it brings new 
critics to their feet, whets the outrage of in-
telligent citizens, and drives the obstruction-
ists to ever more desperate tactics. 

This is a good statement of why it is 
worth it to ban this kind of outrageous 
abuse of our American democracy. 

Justice Souter said it very well at 
the oral argument in the Shrink Mis-
souri Government PAC case just a few 
days ago; which I had a chance to at-
tend. I know this was just a comment 
from the bench. We don’t know what 
the ruling will be. But Justice Souter 
described exactly what these giant con-
tributions have to mean to almost any 
American. He said: 

Most people assume, and I do, certainly, 
that someone making an extraordinarily 
large contribution gets something extraor-
dinary in return. 

I am sure the Court will take notice, 
if we ever get to that point, that many 
Americans share that view, and it is 

very significant that one of the great 
Justices of the Supreme Court took no-
tice that it gives him the feeling there 
is an appearance of corruption in this 
system. 

To finally respond to the point the 
Senator from New Jersey made, the 
Senator from New Jersey said—I don’t 
know what his historical basis for this 
is, but it is an interesting comment: 
‘‘We only get a chance once every 10 
years to do campaign finance reform.’’ 
He said that is why we had to do the 
Shays-Meehan approach rather than 
the soft money ban. 

But this is what I know to be true. 
Not only is it worth it to ban soft 
money, but if we don’t take this oppor-
tunity to at least ban soft money, 
there will be no campaign finance re-
form at all during the 1990s. The oppor-
tunity to have any campaign finance 
reform will have been destroyed by 
Congress after Congress after Congress. 
This is our chance to break down this 
system that is destroying anybody’s 
sense that there is a system of one per-
son one vote in the United States any-
more. 

This is a chance. This is the one we 
must take. This is the one on which we 
must have a yes-or-no vote early next 
week. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, once 

again the Senate is considering cam-
paign finance reform. As my colleagues 
know, the House of Representatives in 
September passed a strong, bipartisan 
reform measure. Senators MCCAIN and 
FEINGOLD have put a bipartisan reform 
proposal before the Senate. 

The House has acted overwhelmingly 
in favor of reform and the majority of 
Americans support them. It is impera-
tive that the Senate pass a tough cam-
paign finance reform measure this 
year. 

I have consistently supported cam-
paign finance reform since coming to 
Congress. As many of my colleagues 
know, I started my career in politics as 
a community activist, working to pre-
vent a highway from demolishing my 
Fell’s Point neighborhood. I don’t want 
the next generation of community ac-
tivists shut out of the political process. 
I want them to know that their efforts 
matter. I want to restore each Ameri-
can’s faith and trust in government. 
This bill is an important step in restor-
ing the faith of the American people 
and ensuring that our citizens have a 
voice in government. 

Vote after vote in the past has shown 
that the majority of the United States 
Senate supports the McCain-Feingold 
reform proposal. Unfortunately, 
through parliamentary tactics and fili-
buster, a majority of the Senate has 
not been able to work its will on this 
issue. I hope this year will be different, 
and that we will pass and enact mean-
ingful campaign finance reform. 

During my time in the United States 
Senate, I have voted 19 times to end 
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filibusters on campaign finance reform. 
So I know we have a fight on our 
hands. But it is time for action, and it 
is time for reform. The American peo-
ple are counting on us. 

I believe we need campaign finance 
reform for a number of reasons. First 
and most important, we need to restore 
people’s faith in the integrity of gov-
ernment, the integrity of their elected 
officials, and the integrity of our polit-
ical process. 

Many Americans are fed up with a 
political system that ignores our Na-
tion’s problems and places the concerns 
of working families behind those of big 
interests. Our campaign finance system 
contributes to a culture of cynicism 
that hurts our institutions, our govern-
ment and our country. 

When Congress fails to enact legisla-
tion to save our kids from the public 
health menace of smoking because of 
the undue influence of Big Tobacco, it 
adds to that culture of cynicism. When 
powerful health care industry interests 
are able to block measures to provide 
basic patient protections for consumers 
who belong to HMOs, that adds to the 
culture of cynicism. Is it any wonder 
that Americans do not trust their 
elected leaders to act in the public in-
terest? 

It’s time for the Senate to break this 
culture of cynicism. We can enact leg-
islation to eliminate the undue influ-
ence of special interests in elections. 

How does this bill do that? First of 
all, it stems the flood of unregulated, 
unreported money in campaigns. It will 
ban soft money, money raised and 
spent outside of federal campaign rules 
and which violates the spirit of those 
rules. 

During the 1996 Presidential election 
cycle, the political parties in America 
raised a record $262 million. In just the 
first six months of the 2000 election 
cycle, the parties have raised an as-
tounding $55.1 million. That’s 80% 
more than they raised in the same pe-
riod of the 1996 cycle. The need to shut 
down the growing soft money machine 
is clear. 

This bill will also codify the Beck de-
cision, by allowing non-union members 
who pay fees in lieu of union dues to 
obtain a refund of the portion of those 
fees used for political activities. 
Unions play a vital role in our political 
process. This provision enables unions 
to more accurately reflect the views of 
their members. 

These are reasonable reforms. They 
will help get the big money and the se-
cret money out of campaigns. They 
will help to strengthen democracy and 
strengthen the people’s faith in their 
elected officials. 

Mr. President, we can improve our 
political process, making it more fair 
and more inclusive, without compro-
mising our rights under the Constitu-
tion. 

By limiting the influence of those 
with big dollars, and increasing the in-

fluence of those with big hearts, we can 
bring government back to where it be-
longs—with the people. 

The Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act 
will help us to do that, and I am proud 
to support it and encourage my col-
leagues to do likewise. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The distinguished 
assistant Democratic leader and I have 
agreed it would be in the best interests 
of both sides to put the Senate into 
morning business, which will give ev-
eryone an opportunity to talk on what-
ever subject they would like to speak. 
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
the Senate now proceed to a period of 
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Ms. COLLINS. The Senator from 
Kansas and I have a colloquy into 
which we are going to enter. It is my 
understanding the Senator from Or-
egon has just a few brief remarks to 
make. I wonder if he wants to go before 
the Senator from Kansas and myself, 
since we anticipate using approxi-
mately a half-hour. 

Mr. WYDEN. If the Senator will 
yield, I have about 10 minutes. I appre-
ciate her thoughtfulness. Perhaps we 
can go into a quorum call and work all 
this out. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I had 
asked the Senator from Oregon if I 
could speak for no more than 5 min-
utes. I want to engage the Senator 
from Wisconsin in a colloquy on cam-
paign finance reform. I will leave and 
let the two Senators work it out. He 
was kind to say I could go ahead of 
him. Is that OK? 

Ms. COLLINS. That is certainly ac-
ceptable to the Senator from Maine, 
assuming the Senator from Oregon 
does not take more than 10 minutes. 

Mr. WYDEN. That is acceptable to 
me as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

f 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor to describe why I think it 
is very important to hang on to the bill 
the Senator from Wisconsin and the 
Senator from Arizona have put before 
us on campaign finance reform. 

There will be all kinds of amend-
ments offered to change the bill, some 
of which I support strongly. It seems to 
me our only chance of getting this leg-
islation passed is to stick as closely as 
possible to the bill we currently have 
in front of us. 

I have had a fair amount of experi-
ence in soliciting soft money contribu-
tions from donors. I can say that both 
the contributors and myself, and any-
body else who solicits, would have a 
difficult time denying they are ex-
tremely uncomfortable with the dollar 
amounts that are coming into political 
parties, or for that matter—I have 
never done it—for individual organiza-
tions that are spending money in a so- 
called generic fashion as well. 

One of the reasons, I say to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, I feel strongly 
that change is needed is because we 
have added a fourth requirement to the 
Constitution for service in the Senate. 
The Constitution lays out three re-
quirements for someone who wants to 
run for office—you have to be a U.S. 
citizen for 9 years; you have to be 30 
years of age; and you have to live in 
the State for whose office you are run-
ning. But there has been a fourth re-
quirement added, and that is you have 
to be able to raise enough money or 
you will not be a credible candidate. 

Those who have been challenged be-
fore, those who have run for office will 
tell you, if you do not have enough 
money to advertise on television—I 
know the Senator from Wisconsin ran 
on an anti-incumbent strategy, but it 
is very difficult for most citizens. In 
Nebraska, there are only a handful of 
people who are eligible given that 
fourth requirement. 

I wonder if the Senator from Wis-
consin will tell me if what I am saying 
is true. I like Shays-Meehan. I like the 
bill. The junior Senator from Ne-
braska, Mr. HAGEL, has an amendment 
I like as well. The trouble is, when 
these amendments are adopted, if these 
amendments are adopted, it reduces 
the chances of our defeating a declared 
filibuster. It makes it much more like-
ly we will fail to break a filibuster and, 
as a consequence of that failure, fail to 
enact legislation, and as a consequence 
of that, we will never go to conference 
and never change the law. 

I wonder if he can comment on that 
a bit because there are a lot of us who 
will be facing amendments coming up 
on this bill. The comment we will have 
is: Gee, I like that amendment; why 
not vote for it? There may be a good 
answer why not to vote for it. It may 
be the amendment will make it dif-
ficult for us to succeed in changing the 
law and reducing, in my mind—I under-
stand and appreciate the problem of ap-
parent corruption. I would like to get 
that out of the system. The big thing I 
see in the system right now is we have 
a very high barrier to public service, 
and it is much harder, as a con-
sequence, to persuade men and women 
that they ought to take one of us on 
and try to come and serve their State 
and Nation. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Nebraska for 
his question. I first compliment him. 
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Not only has he, obviously, done a good 
job when he was in the role of being a 
leader for our political party com-
mittee, which involved fundraising, but 
he has always been an ardent supporter 
of campaign finance reform at the 
same time. He knows very well because 
he was involved. 

The fact that people do not have a lot 
of money can keep them out of politics. 
It almost kept me out of politics. That 
is the reason I got involved in this 
issue in the first place. I certainly was 
not aware of what soft money was at 
that time. 

In answer to the Senator’s question, 
this clearly is not comprehensive re-
form; Shays-Meehan is not comprehen-
sive reform. But when we get to the 
point of simply banning soft money, we 
should take the opportunity. 

In specific answer to his question 
about what happens when these amend-
ments come up, all I can do is tip my 
hat and say let’s follow the example of 
the other body which, on two occa-
sions, has shown us what to do. 

You have to be willing on some occa-
sions to vote against a good amend-
ment in which you believe—I am even 
prepared, if necessary, to vote against 
a bill that has my name on it—if you 
believe the reason for putting that 
amendment on is to destroy the chance 
to pass a reasonable and appropriate 
bill. They had to do that in the House. 
Members had to vote against amend-
ments that had to do with disclosure, 
almost an indisputable principle. They 
had to vote against other amendments 
they liked very much in order to make 
sure they could pass a reasonable bill, 
such as the Shays-Meehan bill, that in-
cluded a number of important provi-
sions. 

We have to be ready to do the same 
thing. I believe in some cases, I say to 
the Senator from Nebraska, the amend-
ments that will be offered will be help-
ful and do not threaten our ability to 
win, but in some cases I think they are 
poison pills and we need to work to-
gether to defeat them. I am confident 
we have a majority of people in this 
body who are reformers and understand 
the importance of taking the vote you 
have to take in order to win this bat-
tle. 

Mr. KERREY. The Senator is very 
kind to say I have always been a sup-
porter. Actually I have not always been 
a supporter. When I came to the Senate 
in 1989, this was not a very important 
issue. Indeed, at one point, I joined the 
Senator from Kentucky, Mr. MCCON-
NELL, to defeat campaign finance re-
form. 

Then I had the experience of going 
inside the beast in 1996, 1997, and 1998 
when I was Chairman of the Demo-
cratic Senatorial Campaign Com-
mittee—I do not want to raise a sore 
subject for the Senator from Maine. It 
changed my attitude in two big ways: 
One, the apparent corruption that ex-

ists. People believe there is corruption. 
If they believe it, it happens. We all un-
derstand that. If the perception is it is 
A, it is A even though we know it may 
not be, and the people believe the sys-
tem is corrupt. 

Equally important to me, I discov-
ered in 1996, 1997, and 1998 that there 
are men and women who would love to 
serve. They say: I can’t be competitive; 
I can’t possibly raise the money nec-
essary to go on television; oh, and by 
the way, my reputation could get dam-
aged as a consequence of what could be 
said on television against me. 

I am persuaded this law needs to be 
changed for the good of the Republic, 
for the good of democracy. I hope Mem-
bers, such as myself, who are enthusi-
astic about changing that law will take 
the advice of the Senator from Wis-
consin and the Senator from Arizona to 
heart because we may have to vote 
against things we prefer in order to 
make certain we get something that 
not only we want but the Nation des-
perately needs. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, if I 
can respond briefly, I cannot think of a 
more helpful remark than what the 
Senator from Nebraska just said. What 
he is talking about—and this is his na-
ture—is to actually get something 
done. Not just posture but actually ac-
complish something. I am grateful be-
cause that is the discipline we are 
going to need when we start voting 
next week. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. I thank the Chair. I 
thank the Senator from Maine for her 
thoughtfulness. 

f 

MEDICARE COVERAGE FOR 
PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I want to 
take a few minutes to talk about the 
effort I have launched with the other 
Senator from Maine, Ms. OLYMPIA 
SNOWE, around the only bipartisan ef-
fort now before the Senate to get Medi-
care coverage for prescription drugs for 
the Nation’s senior citizens. 

As my colleagues can see in this 
poster next to me, Senator SNOWE and 
I are urging that senior citizens send in 
their prescription drug bills to Mem-
bers of the Senate in Washington, DC, 
to help show how important it is we ad-
dress this issue in a bipartisan way for 
the millions of vulnerable elderly peo-
ple. 

Here are a few of the prescription 
drug bills I have received from senior 
citizens from my home area in the Pa-
cific Northwest. I will take a few min-
utes this afternoon on behalf of Sen-
ator SNOWE and myself to talk about 
why this bipartisan issue is so very im-
portant. 

Let me read from a letter sent Octo-
ber 1 from an elderly women in Leb-
anon, OR. She said: 

Please find enclosed a copy of the prescrip-
tion costs for the past 6 months. As you will 
note, the average cost each month is $236.92 
without the over-the-counter medications I 
must take. Please make use of these figures 
any way you can in your effort to obtain pre-
scription coverage for those of us receiving 
Medicare. I’m 78 years old and doubt if I will 
see the time prescriptions are a covered 
item. However, keep fighting for the next 
generation. 

I want to tell this older person in 
Lebanon, at home in Oregon, that we 
are going to be fighting for her. We are 
not going to wait until the next gen-
eration to get older people the cov-
erage they need. To think that this 
Congress would say it is not critical to 
help this kind of vulnerable, elderly 
woman isn’t acceptable to Senator 
SNOWE and me. We have a market-ori-
ented approach, one that can hold 
down the costs of prescription medicine 
for the Nation’s senior citizens. 

On the basis of these bills that are 
being sent now to Senator SNOWE and 
me, I think we can show this Congress 
that the time to act, in a bipartisan 
fashion, is now and not after the next 
election or the next election after that. 

Let me read from another letter I re-
ceived on September 29 of this year 
from a gentleman, an elderly gen-
tleman, in King City, OR. He said: 

I am a constant user of inhalant. Two uses 
per day come to $839.80. 

Imagine that, two uses a day: $839.80. 
And he says: 
Fortunately, I drove a Chevrolet when my 

friends were driving Cadillacs and our family 
vacations were spent in the United States, 
not the South Seas, so I’m able to carry the 
load, at least for a while. 

The annual cost of this prescription 
medication for this older person in 
King City, at home, is $30,600. It equals 
what it would cost to stay in a nursing 
home. 

I am just hopeful that with more ex-
amples like this, where senior citizens 
send to Senator SNOWE and me copies 
of their prescription drug bills, we can 
win bipartisan support for this legisla-
tion before the end of this session. 

Let me cite a third letter I received 
at the beginning of October. This is 
from an elderly woman—it came just a 
few days ago—whose Social Security 
income is $1,179 a month. She spends 
$500 of her monthly income of $1,179 on 
prescription drugs. She is taking 
Fosamax. That is a drug that costs $179 
a month. She is taking Prilosec. It 
costs $209 a month. And she is taking 
Lescol, which costs $112 a month. So it 
takes $500 a month from the monthly 
income of $1,179 of an elderly woman in 
the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. President and colleagues, these 
bills that are being sent to Senator 
SNOWE and me do not lie; they tell the 
whole story. We are going to do every-
thing we can to ensure that Congress 
acts on this matter, in a bipartisan 
way, in this session of Congress. 

Just this week, I saw a story in one 
of the publications saying there was 
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not a consensus around this issue. Sen-
ator SNOWE and I got 54 votes—a ma-
jority in the Senate—to join us in a 
funding plan for a prescription drug 
program. I am of the view that we can-
not afford not to cover prescription 
drugs because so many of these pre-
scription drugs today help to lower 
blood pressure and cholesterol and 
keep folks well. 

What Senator SNOWE and I are pro-
posing is a market-oriented approach. 
It is based on the model that is used for 
Federal employees. It is market driven. 
It has choices. We would not see the 
kind of price-control approach that is 
being advocated by some. I am very op-
posed to that kind of price-control ori-
entation because what will happen is, if 
you just try to control prices for Medi-
care drugs, the costs will all be shifted 
to somebody else. 

Senator SNOWE and I do not want to 
see a divorced mom at the age of 27, 
with a modest income and two kids, 
have to pick up all the extra costs. So 
we are going with a market-oriented 
approach. I hope that in the days 
ahead, as a result of bills such as this, 
and others that I know are being sent 
to our colleagues—and the campaign 
we have launched here on the floor so 
that seniors will, as this poster says, 
send in copies of their prescription 
drug bills—we can show the people of 
this country that we are not going to 
wait until the next election or the elec-
tion after that; we are going to find a 
way to come together now to do the job 
we were elected to do, which is to work 
in a bipartisan way. 

Unfortunately, that did not happen 
this week on the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty. I wish it had. I am anxious 
to work with the Presiding Officer and 
my colleagues on the other side of 
aisle. We can do it on prescription 
drugs. We can do it on an issue that is 
foremost in the minds of millions of 
our families and our seniors. 

We have 20 percent of the Nation’s 
older people spending more than $1,000 
a year out of pocket on their prescrip-
tion medicine. 

I described this afternoon an elderly 
woman with a monthly income of 
$1,179, who every month spends more 
than $500 on prescriptions. Let’s show 
seniors such as that elderly woman 
who wrote from the Willamette Valley 
in my home State of Oregon that we 
can act now. She was skeptical. She 
has heard all the oratory and all the 
partisan rhetoric on this issue, and she 
is understandably skeptical. 

Senator SNOWE and I are trying to 
mobilize a bipartisan coalition in this 
Senate to act in this session so that 
older people can get decent prescrip-
tion drug coverage under Medicare. We 
should not wait until the next election. 
We were elected to act now and to act 
in a bipartisan way. 

I hope, as a result of this short state-
ment today, that additional older peo-

ple, as this poster says, will send us 
copies of the prescription drug bills 
with which they are faced. 

Senator SNOWE and I intend to be 
back on this floor again and again and 
again through this session of Congress 
until we get action. We will be talking 
about it next week, and we are going to 
talk about it the following week and 
the week after that. It is not right to 
wait on an issue such as this that is so 
pressing to vulnerable older people 
such as those who have written me the 
letters I have described today. 

I am very grateful to my colleague, 
the other Senator from Maine, who, by 
the way, has a long record of being an 
advocate for consumer issues as well. 
And she knows how much I enjoy work-
ing with her. I thank her for this cour-
tesy this afternoon. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Ms. COLLINS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. First, I thank the Sen-

ator for his kind comments and for 
bringing to the Senate’s attention a 
very important issue. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Kansas and I be allowed 
to proceed in morning business in a 
colloquy for as much time as we may 
consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Ms. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent. 
f 

HOME HEALTH SERVICES 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, Senate 
Republicans are committed to enacting 
legislation to preserve, strengthen, and 
save Medicare for current and future 
generations. In addition to addressing 
the long-term issues facing Medicare, 
it is absolutely critical that this Con-
gress also take action this year to rem-
edy some of the unintended con-
sequences of the Balanced Budget Act 
of 1997, which have been exacerbated by 
a host of ill-conceived new regulatory 
requirements imposed by the Clinton 
administration. 

These problems are the subject of the 
issue my colleague from Kansas and I 
wish to address today, for these prob-
lems are jeopardizing access to critical 
home health services for millions of 
our Nation’s most vulnerable and frail 
senior citizens. 

America’s home health agencies pro-
vide invaluable services that have en-
abled a growing number of our vulner-
able senior citizens to avoid hospitals, 
to avoid nursing homes, and receive 
the care they need and want in the se-
curity and privacy of their own 
homes—right where they want to be. 

In 1996, however, home health was 
the fastest growing component of the 
Medicare budget, which understand-
ably prompted Congress and the Clin-

ton administration to initiate changes 
that were intended to make the pro-
gram more cost effective and efficient. 
There was strong bipartisan support 
for the provisions that called for the 
implementation of a prospective pay-
ment system for home care. Unfortu-
nately, until this system is imple-
mented, home health care agencies are 
being paid under a critically flawed in-
terim payment system known as IPS, 
that penalizes those home health agen-
cies that historically have been the 
most cost effective. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield to me for 
a question? 

Ms. COLLINS. I am happy to yield to 
my colleague. 

Mr. ROBERTS. For all of those who 
are listening and watching this debate, 
I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Maine for her—I wrote it down— 
untiring, persevering, never-give-up 
leadership with regard to this effort to 
resolve our problems with HCFA. What 
an acronym. We have all heard of Peter 
and the dike. This is Susan at the dam, 
the HCFA dam. In fact, we could prob-
ably turn that around in regard to 
what is happening. 

I want to ask a question. Do you 
mean this new interim payment sys-
tem—and we will go through this in 
some detail. I want folks to remember 
interim payment system, IPS. That is 
the acronym. Everything has to be an 
acronym in Washington. I don’t call it 
IPS. I call it the ‘‘IPS mess’’. It not 
only rewards but actually penalizes the 
home health care agencies for their 
past, not bad behavior but good behav-
ior; is that right? 

Ms. COLLINS. Unfortunately, that is 
exactly right. Unbelievable though it 
may seem, the formula that is being 
used actually penalizes those agencies 
in our two States that have done a 
good job of holding down costs. It re-
wards those home health agencies that 
have provided the most visits, that 
have spent the most Medicare dollars. 
It is totally backwards. In fact, home 
health agencies in our two regions of 
the country, the Northeast and the 
Midwest, are among those that have 
been particularly hard hit by this inex-
plicable formula, the IPS, that the 
Senator just mentioned. 

The Wall Street Journal observed 
last year—this could be said of agen-
cies in the Midwest as well—that if 
New England had just been a little 
greedier, its home health agencies 
would be a whole lot better off now. 
Ironically, the regions, yours and mine, 
are getting clobbered by the system be-
cause they have had a tradition of non-
profit community service and effi-
ciency. 

Even more troubling—and I commend 
the Senator from Kansas for his leader-
ship on this issue; I know this troubles 
him as well—is the fact the flawed sys-
tem is restricting access to care for the 
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very senior citizens who need the care 
the most. Those are our seniors who 
are the sicker patients, who have com-
plex chronic care needs, such as dia-
betic wound care patients whom I vis-
ited in northern Maine during a home 
health care visit, or IV therapy pa-
tients who require multiple visits. In-
deed, according to a recent survey by 
the Medicare Payment Advisory Com-
mission, almost 40 percent of home 
health agencies have said there are pa-
tients who they no longer serve due to 
the flawed interim payment system 
and the regulatory overkill on the part 
of the Clinton administration. 

I show the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas and the distinguished Pre-
siding Officer, who is also committed 
to this issue, and my other colleagues, 
a chart that demonstrates the dra-
matic impact the IPS, this flawed pay-
ment system, has had in my own State 
of Maine. 

As you can see, the number of Medi-
care beneficiaries who have been served 
by home health care agencies has 
dropped dramatically. It has dropped 
by 13 percent, from 49,458 to 42,858; 6,600 
senior and disabled citizens in my 
State have lost their access to home 
health care services in 1 year. This is 
so troubling to me. The number of vis-
its has plummeted by more than 
420,000, and reimbursements to our 
home health agencies have dropped by 
an astounding $20 million in a year. 
Keep in mind that Maine has some of 
the least costly home health care agen-
cies in the country. They have been 
very prudent in their use of resources. 
They were low cost to begin with. So 
when this formula went into effect, it 
put such a squeeze on them, they had 
no choice but to close offices, lay off 
staff, and stop serving some of the 
most vulnerable, ill senior citizens in 
my State. 

The point is, cuts of this magnitude, 
that we have seen in the State of 
Maine and throughout the country, 
cannot be sustained without hurting 
senior citizens. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I will 
ask the Senator from Maine, if she will 
yield, another question. 

Ms. COLLINS. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. ROBERTS. I heard similar com-

plaints—I have them written down—on 
the interim payment system, the IPS 
system, from the same agencies in my 
State. In fact, since January of 1998, 56 
Medicare-certified agencies in Kansas 
have closed their doors, largely as a re-
sult of the changes in the IPS. These 
are not the fly-by-night home health 
care agencies we hear about that some-
times are in the press. Many of these 
agencies have been in existence for 20 
years. I have visited these agencies. 
There was a survey conducted by the 
Kansas Home Care Association that 
shows agencies have laid off an average 
of 42 percent of their staff. They are 
subsidizing their Medicare payments to 

the tune of $213,000. In 1997, many agen-
cies decreased the Medicare patient 
visits by 63 percent. Your chart shows 
6,600 people. I have asked Kansas to 
come up with the numbers of people 
who are affected. They are trying to do 
that. It could be in the hundreds; it 
could be in the thousands. 

But one person, just one person is a 
valued individual. That is everybody’s 
mom, dad, grandmother, or granddad. 
So from the standpoint of numbers, it 
is astounding what the distinguished 
Senator has put up on the chart with 
regard to this so-called IPS system. We 
are going through the same kind of 
problem. I am going to ask you, how 
much longer is this IPS mess going to 
be in effect? It was supposed to be a 
transition program to the prospective 
payment system, but they said, well, 
we can’t do it that fast. I understand 
that because it does take a lot of work, 
but how much longer will we have to 
put up with this? 

Ms. COLLINS. Unfortunately, I say 
to my friend, the Senator from Kansas, 
the answer is far longer than any of us 
in Congress ever anticipated. The prob-
lems with the IPS system, which the 
Senator has described so eloquently for 
his State, and we have seen in my 
State, are all the more pressing be-
cause the Clinton administration has 
missed the deadline for implementing 
the prospective payment system. As a 
consequence, home health care agen-
cies throughout our Nation are going 
to be struggling under this unfair and 
flawed payment system far longer than 
Congress ever envisioned or intended 
when it passed the Balanced Budget 
Act. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator to yield for another ques-
tion, if she will. 

Ms. COLLINS. I am happy to. 
Mr. ROBERTS. The home health care 

agencies are worried about IPS in Kan-
sas. I know the same is true of all 
around the country. They also com-
plain that their financial problems 
have been exacerbated—that is a fancy 
word that means a whole lot worse—by 
a host of new regulatory requirements 
imposed by HCFA—my favorite agency 
in Washington—including the imple-
mentation of something called 
OASIS—I have the report—that they 
are requiring nurses to fill out. Oasis, 
if you look in the dictionary, is a 
desert island somewhere or in the mid-
dle of the desert; you come to an oasis 
and you get relief. Oasis is not relief. 
You don’t spell relief by spelling oasis: 
a new outcome and assessment infor-
mation data set; new requirements for 
surety bonds, sequential billing, over-
payment recoupment, and a new 15- 
minute increment reporting require-
ment that is a doozy. What about all 
these reporting requirements in addi-
tion to the IPS problem? What about 
OASIS? 

Ms. COLLINS. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. We not only have a 

flawed payment system, but home 
health agencies are struggling under a 
mountain of burden of unnecessary and 
onerous regulations imposed by HCFA, 
imposed by the Clinton administration. 
In fact, my colleague may be interested 
to know that earlier this year I chaired 
a hearing of the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations on home 
health care. We heard firsthand about 
the financial distress and cash-flow 
problems that home health agencies 
across the country are experiencing. In 
fact, the Senator has talked about the 
number that have closed in Kansas. 

The Senator may already know, but 
for the benefit of my colleagues who 
may not be as well informed as the 
Senator from Kansas, more than 2,300 
home health agencies across the coun-
try have been forced to close their 
doors as a result of the regulatory bur-
den and the flawed payment system. 

We heard witnesses talk about their 
frustrations. In fact, the CEO of the 
Visiting Nurses Service in Saco, ME, 
termed the Clinton administration’s 
regulatory policy as being one of ‘‘im-
plement and suspend.’’ She and others 
pointed to numerous examples of hast-
ily enacted, ill-conceived requirements 
along the lines of what the Senator 
pointed out—surety bonds, sequential 
billing, the OASIS system, a host of 
unnecessary regulatory requirements. 
What has happened is, no sooner does 
HCFA impose this burden on these 
home health agencies and they invest 
the costs necessary to comply, then 
HCFA changes its mind and suspends 
the regulatory requirements and says 
never mind. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Will the Senator 
yield for another question or just an 
observation? 

Ms. COLLINS. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Now, wait a minute, 

HCFA imposed the cost burden of this 
mandate on home health care agencies. 
Then they had seconds thoughts. Why? 

Ms. COLLINS. I think the Senator 
will allow me to respond. This is a typ-
ical example of the administration 
rushing in without thinking through 
the regulatory burden that is imposed 
and, in response to an outcry from 
Members of Congress, such as our-
selves, and from senior citizens and 
home health agencies, it then decided 
maybe it made a mistake. But, in the 
meantime, our home health agencies 
have gone through the time, trouble 
and expense of implementing these re-
quirements. 

Mr. ROBERTS. But they suspended 
them? 

Ms. COLLINS. That’s correct. 
Mr. ROBERTS. They didn’t say you 

have no requirement to keep up the re-
porting paperwork; they just suspended 
them. So that shoe will drop again. 

Ms. COLLINS. The Senator makes a 
good point. In some cases, they may 
suspend it and then they may turn 
around and impose the burden again. It 
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is hard to know. The agency seems to 
be in so much turmoil and so insensi-
tive to the home health care agencies. 

Mr. ROBERTS. If there is a home 
health care agency and they go 
through the requirements and get, 
hopefully, up to speed—although you 
don’t know how with the lack of per-
sonnel and you are not being paid for 
it, et cetera—they could then be sus-
pended, but they have already gone 
through those costs to comply. But 
then you don’t know. Aren’t they sort 
of in a ‘‘HCFA purgatory’’ here? 

Ms. COLLINS. The Senator is exactly 
correct. Let me give you a specific ex-
ample. In 1998, HCFA instituted a new 
policy for sequential billing. Under this 
policy, home health agencies are re-
quired to submit claims in a sequential 
order to Medicare. Now, this required a 
substantial investment in computer 
software, a lot of process changes on 
behalf of the home health agencies and 
the fiscal intermediaries. Moreover, 
the way the system was set up, if there 
were subsequent claims for a particular 
patient, they could not be paid until all 
previous claims relating to this patient 
were settled. This caused enormous 
cash flow problems for home health 
agencies. They experienced delays as 
long as 120 days before they could get 
the payment they were due. 

One witness at my hearing testified 
that her agency was still owed about 
$20,000 for fiscal ’98, and other agencies 
reported they had to obtain bridge 
loans, or tap into their credit lines, 
solely because of this ill-conceived pol-
icy. 

Now, due to the objections raised by 
the Senator from Kansas, myself, other 
Members, and the home health care in-
dustry, HCFA finally decided to sus-
pend the policy this past July. But, in 
the meantime, we have had over a year 
of turmoil because of this policy, and 
home health agencies had already 
spent time, energy, training, and effort 
to comply with a misguided policy that 
now is, as you put it, in ‘‘HCFA purga-
tory.’’ 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator if she will yield for an-
other question? 

Ms. COLLINS. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. ROBERTS. We have also heard a 

number of complaints from my con-
stituents about this business called 
OASIS. For those who don’t know, 
again, OASIS is a system of records 
containing all this data on the phys-
ical, mental, and functional status of 
Medicare and Medicaid patients receiv-
ing care from home health care agen-
cies. So HCFA then implemented 
OASIS, as I understand it, as a tool to 
help the agency improve the quality of 
care and form the basis for a new home 
health prospective payment system. 
There is certainly nothing wrong with 
that. But the problem, as the Senator 
has pointed out, is that the collection 
of data is burdensome and expensive 

for agencies; it invades the personal 
privacy of patients, and it must be col-
lected for non-Medicare patients—that 
is the part I don’t understand—as well 
as those served by Medicare. 

Why on earth would they require 
that? I don’t understand this. You talk 
about an unfunded mandate. This has 
to be at least in the top 10. 

The Kansas House of Representatives 
actually passed a resolution earlier 
this year that asked Congress to re-
scind HCFA rules requiring OASIS. I 
have it right here. It is not often that 
an entire legislature of a State passes a 
resolution telling some alphabet soup 
agency back here, wait a minute, this 
doesn’t make any sense; you are caus-
ing an awful lot of regulatory overkill 
and causing home health care agencies 
to go out of business. Let’s see. The 
State of Kansas is very concerned 
about the health and well-being of the 
senior and disabled citizens. We have 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6 ‘‘whereases,’’ translated: 
Whoa, HCFA, don’t do this. It is an un-
funded mandate. 

This was passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Kansas and 
it was resolved ‘‘that the Secretary of 
State be directed to provide an en-
rolled copy of this resolution to the 
President of the United States, Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, 
President of the United States Senate, 
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, Minority leaders of the United 
States Senate and the United States 
House of Representatives,’’ saying 
please don’t enforce these OASIS regs 
the way they are being enforced. It is 
signed by the distinguished speaker of 
the House in Kansas and the President 
of the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
resolution be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial resolution was ordered to be print-
ed in the RECORD, as follows: 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 5041 
Whereas, New rules made by HCFA require 

OASIS assessment and follow-up reports for 
all patients of Medicare-certified home 
health agencies and health departments 
whether or not the personal or attendant 
care for such patients is paid from Medicare; 
and 

Whereas, The new HCFA report requires an 
18-page initial assessment, which must be 
completed by a registered nurse, with a 13 
page follow-up assessment being required 
every 60 days; and 

Whereas, The requirement for computer 
software for the preparation and trans-
mission of such assessments and follow-up 
reports is another unfunded mandate of the 
federal government; and 

Whereas, The HCFA requirement requires 
costly unfunded reporting of those who re-
ceive services which are not paid by Medi-
care—which reporting duplicates existing as-
sessment and reporting requirements of the 
Kansas Department on Aging; and 

Whereas, In the environment of the small, 
home health care services existing in Kan-
sas, it is not feasible to create separate orga-
nizations to provide services for non-Medi-
care customers. The end result of the HCFA 

rules is that Medicare-certified agencies will 
no longer be able to provide in-home services 
to non-Medicare customers. Consequently, 
with lower levels of preventive home services 
being available to older Kansans there will 
be an increase in hospital admissions, thus 
increasing Medicare costs, and an increase in 
nursing home admissions, thus increasing 
Medicaid costs; and 

Whereas, OASIS appears to be solely a re-
search project of HCFA, totally unfunded by 
federal sources, and accomplished with loss 
of funds by reporting agencies and loss of 
services for Kansas seniors: Now, therefore, 

Be it resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the State of Kansas, the Senate concurring 
therein: That we memorialize the Congress of 
the United States to require the Health Care 
Financing Administration OASIS reporting 
and data reporting requirements to apply 
only to Medicare patients and not to all pa-
tients of Medicare-certified home health 
agencies; and 

Be it further resolved: That the Secretary of 
State be directed to provide an enrolled copy 
of this resolution to the President of the 
United States, Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, President of the United 
States Senate, Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives, minority leaders 
of the United States Senate and the United 
States House of Representatives, and to each 
member of the Kansas Congressional delega-
tion. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I am sure that this 
burden is being felt by agencies nation-
wide, not only in Kansas. I am not sure 
the legislatures of each State have 
been passing resolutions to say we need 
relief from OASIS, but I ask the Sen-
ator if she has any idea how long it 
takes for nurses to collect this infor-
mation? 

Ms. COLLINS. Most agencies are re-
porting that it takes a nurse between 1 
and a half and 2 hours per patient. 
Now, I point out, that is 2 hours that 
could be used on direct patient care, on 
tending to the problems that caused 
the home health visits to be necessary 
in the first place. Instead, as the Sen-
ator has so ably described, it is being 
spent on unnecessary paperwork. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I have 
2 or 3 more questions. I have a copy of 
OASIS. This is not relief. I understand 
the time requirements. I want you to 
look at this. This OASIS document in-
cludes an 18-page initial assessment 
that must be completed by a registered 
nurse, and a 13-page follow-up assess-
ment that is required every 60 days. 
This is perpetual reporting, a perpetual 
reporting machine, well-boiled by 
HCFA. And this is on top of assess-
ments already required by States. The 
paperwork burden is immense. I am cu-
rious about what is included in this as-
sessment. Is the Senator aware of the 
nature of the questions in this assess-
ment? 

I think I know the answer. I have 
read through this OASIS—the third de-
gree, or whatever you want to call it. 
Will the Senator speak to the nature of 
the questions in the assessment? 

Ms. COLLINS. Well, the Senator has 
put his finger on yet another problem. 
As I understand it—and the Senator is 
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the expert on the OASIS system— 
OASIS collects information on the pa-
tients’ medical history. We can under-
stand that part, but also on the pa-
tient’s living arrangements, sensory 
status, medications, and emotional 
state. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Ms. COLLINS. I am glad to. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Emotional status? 
Ms. COLLINS. That is correct. 
Mr. ROBERTS. I see that page, as I 

have gone over this. 
I tell the distinguished Presiding Of-

ficer, nurses in Colorado must ask the 
questions of these patients about their 
feelings—it sounds like a Barbara 
Streisand song—such as if they have 
ever felt depressed, had trouble sleep-
ing, or even if they have ever at-
tempted suicide. The thought occurs to 
me that Members of this distinguished 
body from time to time feel depressed 
and have trouble sleeping. I hope that 
would not be the case with regard to 
suicide. 

I am being too sarcastic. 
Do we really think we need to ask a 

nurse to bother a physical therapy pa-
tient for this information so that he or 
she can send the answers over to some 
computer someplace in Baltimore that 
will then use this information to de-
velop a prospective payment system, 
and we can’t find out when it is going 
to be proposed? Who in Baltimore reads 
these? I asked that in regard to HCFA, 
in regard to all of their requirements 
back when it was Health, Education, 
and Welfare in regard to Kansas City. I 
wanted to go to Kansas City and say: 
Who reads this stuff? What do they do 
with it? Maybe the Senator and I could 
go to Baltimore and figure that out. 
Why on Earth would we ask a nurse to 
bother a physical therapy patient for 
this information so they can send the 
answers? It hasn’t anything to do with 
physical therapy patients. Why is that? 

Ms. COLLINS. I completely agree 
with my colleague. These are the ques-
tions, when asked of the senior citizens 
whom I talked to, they find very intru-
sive. The nurses who are treating them 
are offended that they have to pry into 
matters that have no connection to the 
reason for the home health visit. 

Moreover, as I pointed out earlier to 
my friend and colleague, this is time 
that is being spent on unnecessary pa-
perwork, on intrusive questions that 
alienate and destroy the relationship 
between the nurse and the patients 
that could better be used for actually 
caring for the patient. 

Agencies are not reimbursed for this 
time. Moreover, in a State such as 
Maine, which is very rural, our home 
health providers have to spend a lot of 
time traveling from patient to patient. 
This is time that is lost from the sys-
tem. 

Another issue, which the Senator has 
also raised, which is inexplicable to 

me, is why is HCFA collecting this 
data for non-Medicare patients? I don’t 
understand that. Am I correct? The 
Senator from Kansas is much more 
knowledgeable about the OASIS sys-
tem than I am. Am I correct that it ac-
tually applies to non-Medicare patients 
as well? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I would be happy to 
respond to the distinguished Senator. 

Unfortunately, she is correct. Any 
Medicare-approved health care agency 
must comply with all Medicare condi-
tions of participation. That is MCP— 
probably another acronym, and I will 
not venture to say what that sounds 
like—including the collection of 
OASIS. This means patients who do 
not participate in Medicare are still 
subject to Medicare assessment. 

In June, HCFA amended this regula-
tion to say that these agencies don’t 
have to—here again, this is what we 
have a lot of trouble with—transmit 
the data on non-Medicare patients for 
the time being, but they still must 
spend the time taking these assess-
ments. Hello. 

Ms. COLLINS. Yet another sample of 
what the Senator has described as poli-
cies being implemented, then pulled 
back, agencies not knowing whether 
they are coming or going, and being 
subjected to the confusing and con-
flicting and extensive requirements 
that are detracting from the ability of 
these agencies to provide essential care 
to our seniors. 

I want to give the Senator from Kan-
sas yet another example of this regu-
latory overkill by HCFA. I don’t know 
whether the Senator from Kansas is fa-
miliar with this, but it is the new 15 
-minute incremental reporting require-
ment. HCFA is requiring nurses to act 
more like accountants or lawyers bill-
ing for every 15 minutes of their time. 
They are going to have to carry 
stopwatches to comply with this. Im-
plementation is not only going to be 
very difficult for the staff to admin-
ister, but also, once again, it changes 
the very relationship between the pa-
tient and the nurse. It is very disrup-
tive to a patient’s care. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Will the Senator 
yield for one additional observation 
and a question? 

Ms. COLLINS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. ROBERTS. I want to go back to 

my statement earlier when I said in 
that June HCFA responded in regard to 
the outcry on the part of the home 
health care agencies in regards to the 
regulation on the conditions of partici-
pation with OASIS. As I indicated be-
fore, the agency still must spend the 
time taking the assessment. So I asked 
staff. I said: Wait a minute. Why is it, 
if they suspended it, you still have to 
take the assessment? I don’t know 
where they are storing all of this pa-
perwork. Maybe they burn it at Christ-
mas time That may be a good idea. 
But, at any rate, write the mail; don’t 

send it. And I asked staff: Why are we 
still doing this if, in fact, you don’t 
send it in? It is a privacy issue. Look 
at the questions that are involved. 
These are privacy issues, and they 
haven’t figured that out yet. So if, in 
fact, there are privacy issues, it would 
seem to me we had better settle those 
first or we are going to have lawsuits, 
big time. Why issue the regulation and 
then say to people: Well, we have a 
bunch of privacy issues that we haven’t 
thought through, but keep on filling 
them out, and when we figure out the 
privacy issue, why, then we will get 
back to you. 

I am extremely sympathetic to the 
concerns raised by my constituents 
that these new policies will harm sen-
iors. 

But let’s give HCFA a break. I have 
been pretty critical and a little sar-
castic, and I have to admit that I have 
a bias. 

I have been working on this ever 
since I have had the privilege of being 
in public service. Even back when I was 
an administrative assistant to Con-
gressman Keith Sebelius, we used to 
have these HCFA directives coming out 
to the rural health care delivery sys-
tem. I can remember one right off the 
bat on behalf of cost containment. 

Give HCFA a break. They are in 
charge of cost containment. We are all 
good at passing laws and then passing a 
lot of regulations, and saying, OK, you 
have to really put up with these, and it 
is up to HCFA to put out the regula-
tions. And when we find they don’t 
work, the people come to us and com-
plain about it. 

I can remember one rather incredible 
thing when they said we are not going 
to pay anybody any Medicare reim-
bursement unless the patient admis-
sions are reviewed by hospitals on a 24- 
hour basis by three doctors. We 
thought about that a little and said: 
We think we are for this—because we 
didn’t have any doctors. I figured, well, 
what the heck. If we go ahead and ac-
cept this regulation, maybe they could 
provide the three. 

Then there was the other great exam-
ple of the sole provider and community 
hospital—talking about Goodland, KS, 
America, out on the prairie at the top 
of the world, a great place to live, a 
great farming community miles from 
nowhere. We asked again—it was HHS 
at that particular time—can you give 
us this decree, or this ruling to make 
this hospital eligible for a little more 
in payments? They said: Well, no, be-
cause everybody out there—I am not 
making this up—has four-wheel drives, 
and it is pretty flat in Kansas. What? 
As opposed to Colorado, I say to the 
distinguished Presiding Officer, who 
serves as an outstanding Senator. 
Four-wheel drive, and it is flat, and be-
cause they have lizards, windstorms. 
Our weather out there is a little tough 
for some bird in, like Virginia, down 
here to make that assessment. 
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So I have a little bias here, but I 

want to give HCFA a break. 
I want to ask the Senator, are these 

policy changes necessary to achieve 
the Medicare savings goals? Medicare 
is a top concern; strengthen and pre-
serve it. We have all worked very hard 
to do that. Are these policies necessary 
to achieve the savings that we want to 
achieve to strengthen and preserve 
Medicare? 

Ms. COLLINS. The Senator has 
raised an excellent question. There is a 
very good answer. That is no. In fact, 
the regulatory overkill of the Clinton 
administration has already exceeded 
the savings projected by the balanced 
budget amendment. Medicare for home 
health fell nearly 15 percent last year, 
and CBO now projects the reductions in 
home health care will exceed $46 billion 
over the next 5 years. That is almost 
three times greater than the $16 billion 
estimate that the Congressional Budg-
et Office originally estimated. 

It is yet another indication that 
these cuts are far too deep, and that 
they are hurting far too many people 
completely unnecessarily. They have 
been far too severe and much more far 
reaching than Congress ever intended 
when it was trying to bring a measure 
of fiscal restraint to the Medicare Pro-
gram. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I ask the distin-
guished Senator from Maine, didn’t we 
fix the problems last year when we 
passed the omnibus appropriations bill? 
I think we both made speeches at that 
particular time. What is the status? 

Ms. COLLINS. The Senator worked 
closely with me and others last year in 
providing a small measure of relief in 
the omnibus appropriations bill. I am 
pleased that together we were able to 
take some initial steps to remedy this 
issue. However, I think it is evident 
from the overwhelming evidence that 
the proposal did not go nearly far 
enough in relieving the financial dis-
tress of these home health agencies. 
The ones that are paying the price are 
the good agencies, the cost-effective 
agencies that are serving our seniors. 
That is the tragedy. 

Mr. ROBERTS. If I could ask the 
Senator one final question, I know I 
have been hard on HCFA. Each Member 
has some very special experiences, and 
these are experiences that come to our 
attention when a constituent is having 
a big-time problem or a hospital or 
home health care agency. All of the 
folks that work down at HHS certainly 
don’t fall under the category that I 
have been talking about. So what 
about our responsibility? What about 
our leadership? What should we do to 
fix the problem? How can we provide 
more relief to the beleaguered home 
health care agency? 

Ms. COLLINS. I know the Senator 
from Kansas has been such a leader and 
cares so much about this issue and has 
joined with me in introducing legisla-

tion, along with our colleague from 
Missouri, Senator BOND, and 31 of our 
colleagues. Both sides of the aisle have 
joined in legislation that we have in-
troduced called the Medicare Home 
Health Equity Act. 

This solves the problem. For one 
thing, it eliminates another 15-percent 
cut that is scheduled to go into effect 
in October of next year. I am sure my 
friend, the Senator from Kansas, agrees 
with me if that goes into effect, it will 
sound the death knell for the remain-
ing home health agencies. That means 
the ones that have been struggling to 
hang on will be forced to close their 
doors or refuse even more services to 
our senior citizens. This is totally un-
necessary because we have already 
achieved the savings, the targets set by 
the Balanced Budget Act. 

The legislation includes a number of 
other provisions that affect a lot of the 
regulatory issues we have discussed 
today. I think it is absolutely critical 
we pass this legislation or similar pro-
visions before we go home. I have vis-
ited senior citizens in my State who, if 
they lose their home health services, 
are going to be forced into nursing 
homes or hospitals. The irony is that is 
going to be at far greater cost. 

Mr. ROBB. It will increase the costs. 
Ms. COLLINS. The Senator is right. 

This is penny wise and pound foolish— 
not to mention the human toll that is 
being taken on our vulnerable senior 
citizens and our disabled citizens. 

I know the Senator shares my com-
mitment. This is of highest priority. 
We must solve this problem before we 
adjourn. 

Mr. ROBERTS. If the Senator will 
yield one more time, I thank the Sen-
ator for all of her leadership and all of 
her hard work in this effort. I believe it 
is absolutely mandatory for Congress 
to bring much needed relief to the 
home health care industry in the time-
frame she has emphasized, as well as to 
the small rural hospitals and teaching 
hospitals that also are feeling the 
pinch of all the legislative and regu-
latory changes made in the last few 
years. 

The Senator is exactly right. We will 
have to move quickly. We must do it 
this year. There has been talk if we 
can’t agree on a single proposal, we 
might have to put it off until next 
year. Time is of the essence in regard 
to our hospitals, especially the small 
rural providers. They operate on a 
shoestring budget. The same is true for 
the home health care agencies. 

I will continue to work with the dis-
tinguished Senator to pass legislation 
before Congress adjourns for the year. 
We cannot go home before we straight-
en this out and provide some help. 

I thank the Senator for her leader-
ship. I think we have had a very good 
colloquy. 

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the Senator 
from Kansas. I appreciate his support 

and his compassion in making sure we 
are keeping our promise to our senior 
citizens. With his help and with our 
continuing partnership, I am convinced 
we can do the job and solve this prob-
lem before we adjourn. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

GUNS IN SCHOOLS 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, when is 
it okay for a gun to be at school? I find 
it hard to think of an instance when it 
is. In fact, a few years ago Congress 
was so concerned about guns at school 
that it passed a law that required 
school districts to implement a zero 
tolerance policy for guns or lose their 
Federal funding. Schools must expel a 
student who brings a gun to school for 
a year. 

Three weeks ago a young man at 
Lakeside High School, a public school 
of 520 students in the Nine Mile Falls 
School District in eastern Washington, 
brought a handgun to school. Thank-
fully, school authorities were notified 
quickly and nobody was hurt. Students 
and parents were understandably upset 
that such an incident would happen at 
all, and assumed that the situation 
would be dealt with in accordance with 
the district’s ‘‘zero-tolerance’’ policy 
for such matters. 

What happened was very different. I 
began receiving calls from students and 
parents who were concerned that this 
young man will now be allowed back at 
school after just 45 days. They were 
both confused and upset when they 
found out that Federal law supersedes 
local policies for addressing such inci-
dents. So upset, in fact, that students 
at Lakeside High School have begun 
organizing a walkout. I have a flyer 
that has been circulated by students 
promoting a planned walkout on Octo-
ber 18. The students plan to drive to 
the district office and protest the re-
turn of the student. I ask unanimous 
consent the students’ flyer be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
lllllllllllllllllllllll 

Do we really want this kid with a gun com-
ing back to our school?! 

NO!!! 

Let’s stand for our 
RIGHTS! 

Join US 
On October 18, 1999, LHD Students Are 

Having A WALK OUT! Between 1st and 2nd 
Block—Meet In The Student parking lot and 
drive down to the district office. 

WE HAVE A RIGHT, TOO! 

lllllllllllllllllllllll 

Like other school districts across the 
country, the students, parents and edu-
cators at Lakeside High School have 
just run head-first into the double 
standard inherent in the discipline 
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policies mandated by the federal Indi-
viduals With Disabilities Education 
Act, or IDEA. While the intent of this 
law is commendable—to ensure that 
disabled children are educated in a fair 
and equitable manner—in practice it 
has again shown its flaws. As I said 
when I was the only Senator to vote 
against the reauthorization of IDEA in 
1997, the single aspect of this bill that 
is most questionable and unjust is the 
double standard it sets with respect to 
discipline in schools. Each and every 
school district retains nearly full and 
complete authority over disciplinary 
matters as they apply to students who 
are not in special education classes. 
They lose almost all of that authority 
under the present IDEA statute. 

Under the IDEA amendments of 1997, 
if a child brings a gun to school and a 
team of parents and educators decide it 
is not related to the child’s disability, 
that student may be removed for up to 
a year. But, the district must continue 
to provide the child with a free appro-
priate public education. 

If the incident is determined to be 
caused by the child’s disability, then 
the student may be moved from their 
regular classroom for no more than 45 
days. Again, that child must receive 
not simply a free appropriate public 
education, but the school district must 
ensure that the student can continue 
to participate in the general cur-
riculum, continue to receive services 
that allow the student to meet the 
goals set out in the child’s individual 
education plan, and the school must 
provide services that address the mis-
behavior so that it does not recur. 

Although I’ve just given you a suc-
cinct description of federal law, Mr. 
Parker is still faced with a paradox. He 
is responsible for making sure school is 
a safe place for all children to learn. 
However, IDEA requires the school to 
implement different consequences for 
children who qualify for special edu-
cation services for violations like 
bringing a gun to school, selling drugs 
or engaging with violent behavior. 
Children in special education can make 
up anywhere from 10–20 percent of a 
school district’s enrollment, encom-
passing children with a broad range of 
disabilities. 

Instead of focusing on what’s best for 
the children and staff at his school, in-
cluding the student who brought the 
gun to school, he and other administra-
tors in his district must focus on what 
they have to do to minimize the dis-
trict’s exposure to a lawsuit. It’s an un-
fortunate fact that this provision of 
law is often fought out in the court 
room, driving desperately needed re-
sources away from serving children. 

Mr. Parker and district officials have 
not yet made a final decision about 
what to do in this instance. However, 
Mr. Parker did make a point in an arti-
cle published in the Spokane Spokes-
man Review yesterday. He said, ‘‘We 

have to focus on the law, not the kid.’’ 
He’s right. As I mentioned earlier, stu-
dents at Lakeside High School are 
planning to walk out of class on the 
18th of October and hold a rally to 
bring attention to their concerns. I 
want to assure the students and par-
ents that they have my attention, and 
a disruption of classes is unnecessary. 
Instead, I hope they channel that en-
ergy into writing letters to and meet-
ing with their elected officials to make 
them aware of their concerns about the 
law. 

Mr. President, IDEA says that Mem-
bers of Congress know more about how 
to educate students than do their 
teachers, their administrators, their 
school board members, people who have 
spent their lives and careers at this 
job. We do not know more. They know 
more. We should permit them to do 
their jobs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

f 

FEDERAL MANDATES AND 
SCHOOLS 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Washington has, once 
again, succinctly and clearly stated a 
circumstance and situation in this 
country that is almost beyond belief. I 
have had a number of complaints about 
that. I used to be a Federal prosecutor. 
One of my good friends who has been a 
prosecutor for a very long time person-
ally came to Washington to talk to me 
about the abuses of this law. It actu-
ally resulted in a full-page article in 
Time magazine. The title of it was, 
‘‘The Meanest Kid In Alabama.’’ 

It is probably not an accurate state-
ment, but it indicated what we were 
dealing with. My friend, David Whet-
stone, told me of the circumstance in 
which a very violent, disruptive young 
man was kept in the classroom, under 
these Federal laws, beyond all common 
sense, all reason, beyond anything that 
can have any basis in connection with 
reality. 

Americans may not know what is oc-
curring, but this is happening in other 
schools. I want to tell you what hap-
pened to this young man. He had an 
aide who got on the school bus with 
him alone in the morning, sat with him 
alone through the classroom day, and 
went home with him at the end of the 
day because of his disruptive behavior. 
That had to be paid for by the school 
board, the taxpayers of that commu-
nity. Can you imagine what it would be 
like trying to be a teacher, trying to 
teach in a classroom with that kind of 
problem? He used curse words to the 
principal on a regular basis, and it was 
very disruptive. But our law said, basi-
cally, he had to stay in that classroom. 
It was just remarkable. 

Eventually the young man, going 
home one afternoon on the school bus, 
attacked the bus driver, it has been re-

ported. The aide tried to restrain him, 
and he attacked the aide. My friend, 
the prosecutor, brought a criminal ac-
tion or some legal action against him 
to try to deal with it. He was shocked, 
stunned, and amazed that this goes on, 
on a regular basis. He wrote me that in 
that County, Baldwin County, AL, 
there are at least six other incidents of 
a similar nature of which he was 
aware. 

This may sound unbelievable, but I 
suggest anybody who thinks what the 
Senator has just said is not true, the 
kinds of things I am talking about are 
not true, ask your principals and 
teachers. Just ask them. It is Federal 
law that is mandating it. 

We were supposed to pay for it when 
we passed it, and we never even paid 
for it. We were supposed to pay 40 per-
cent of that unfunded mandate on the 
school systems. I think we are paying 
15 percent now. This administration, 
President Clinton, opposes our getting 
it up to 40 percent. Why? I will tell you 
why I think the President opposes it. 
Not because it is not necessary; it is 
because the school systems, by this 
law, are having to do it anyway. They 
ran polling data that said maybe it 
strikes a better chord to have more 
teachers than to have funding for the 
Federal mandate we put on the schools, 
so we want to get more teachers and 
get more political credit or something; 
I don’t know. We ought to finish fund-
ing this mandate. We ought to go back 
and look at this requirement and 
change it. It is not sound. 

We want to keep disabled children in 
the classroom as much as possible. 
That is a worthy goal. But to go to the 
extent that we cannot remove children 
who bring guns to school, who consist-
ently disrupt the school system, is be-
yond my comprehension. 

In the Health, Education, Labor and 
Pensions Committee, we had testify 
the superintendent of a school system 
in Vermont. I was stunned. He said 20 
percent of his budget goes to IDEA stu-
dents, these kids with disabilities. In 
Vermont, 20 percent of the system’s 
money goes for that. Somehow we are 
out of sync. You wonder why we cannot 
get more good education? Teachers 
cannot maintain discipline. They can 
only remove them, what, 40 days from 
a classroom in the face of the most 
outrageous behavior, even where there 
is violence involved. We have an obli-
gation to the classrooms and to our 
teachers to help our teachers maintain 
order. If we are not going to do any-
thing, then we don’t do anything, but 
the worst thing for this Congress to do 
is to pass laws that make it worse, 
make it harder for a teacher to do his 
or her job. 

I know teachers who have quit; they 
say they cannot take it anymore. A 
friend of mine, who is 6 feet 4 and 
played college basketball, told me he 
taught junior high school and he didn’t 
feel safe a lot of days. 
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I think we can do better. We ought to 

help our school systems do that. The 
Senator from Washington and a num-
ber of us, including the Presiding Offi-
cer, are working on some proposals 
that would allow us to empower school 
systems to receive funds with a min-
imum of restrictions as long as they 
have a firm plan that they know will 
work in their community to actually 
improve education. 

We need to give the people elected to 
run our school systems more authority 
and give them the money so they can 
use it of the Federal money we are 
spending on schools, we know now only 
65 cents out of every Federal dollar for 
education actually gets down to the 
classroom. We need to get our dollars 
to the classroom. We need to get that 
money down to the people who know 
our children’s names. They need the 
money, not Washington. We cannot be 
a super school board for America. That 
would be so silly. 

f 

CUTS IN HOME HEALTH CARE 
FUNDING 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I sat 
here and listened with great interest 
when the Senator from Maine and the 
Senator from Kansas were talking 
about the home health care. I realized 
early that was going to be a problem in 
Alabama. It has had a dramatic and 
devastating impact on the State. Mr. 
President, 15 percent cuts consistently 
are really devastating the home health 
care agency. 

Senator SHELBY, the senior Senator 
from Alabama, and I, right after this 
bill passed—without hearings, by the 
way, as part of a conference committee 
report—along with other people, when 
it was voted on, did not realize its sig-
nificance. But pretty soon we realized 
that, so we called the top officials of 
HCFA into our office to discuss with 
them what we could do. We had pro-
posed and offered an amendment to the 
effect we would delay the implementa-
tion of these changes until we had 
hearings to analyze their impact. We 
could tell it was going to be very bad. 
HCFA refused. They would not join us 
in that effort. That amendment we 
sought to have agreed to over a year 
ago was not agreed to. 

It is, to my way of thinking, a situa-
tion that cannot continue. We are 
going to have to fix it. It was seen 
early. It was a matter that came up in 
an attempt to make some changes they 
thought would work, and Congress 
ought to pass laws to help effectuate 
that. But there was not an under-
standing of how bad it was going to be. 

The agency in charge of the manage-
ment of the home health care, HCFA, 
is responsible and ought to be helping 
us in a more effective way to deal with 
this. It is true, as the Senator from 
Maine said, even under the contain-
ment of costs provided in the legisla-

tion that passed at that time, HCFA 
has cut substantially more than that. 

It is expected to produce only about 
one-third of the savings that actually 
occurred. They squeezed that program 
for $46 billion over 5 years. That is 
about three times what was actually 
planned to be cut. We have a crisis that 
does require attention. I thank the 
Senator from Maine for leading the ef-
fort. 

f 

DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS 
CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, Congress has 
no greater responsibility than to en-
sure that our Armed Forces—the 
guardians of the freedoms which all 
Americans cherish so dearly—are given 
the resources they need to carry out 
their mission. Consequently, the De-
fense Appropriations bill is one of the 
most important pieces of legislation 
that we pass each year. 

As others have expressed, this is by 
no means a perfect piece of legislation. 
There are a number of items contained 
in this bill that do not meet the most 
urgent needs of the Armed Forces. At a 
time when the men and women who 
serve in uniform are being called upon 
to serve the interests of the United 
States in a growing number of places— 
Bosnia, Kosovo, Haiti, Iraq, and the 
list goes on—Congress must ensure 
that the most critical needs of the 
Armed Forces are met first. 

However, I believe that the strengths 
of this conference report outweigh its 
faults. The report does contain funding 
to address a growing number of readi-
ness and quality-of-life issues currently 
challenging our military. Our men and 
women in uniform need to know that 
their Congress supports them, and vot-
ing for this conference report is one 
way to demonstrate that support. 

So, Mr. President, although I believe 
that Congress can always do a better 
job of directing defense dollars where 
they are most needed, I also I believe 
that there is much in this conference 
report that addresses critical needs of 
the military, and that is why I voted in 
favor of the report. 

f 

IN THE AFTERMATH OF THE 
RONNIE WHITE VOTE 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this 
Chamber is where 50 years ago this 
month, in October 1949, the Senate con-
firmed President Truman’s nomination 
of William Henry Hastie to the Court 
of Appeals for the Third Circuit, the 
first Senate confirmation of an Afri-
can-American to our federal district 
courts and courts of appeal. Indeed, 
today is the 50th anniversary of that 
historic event. This Senate is where 
some 30 years ago the Senate con-
firmed President Johnson’s nomination 
of Thurgood Marshall to the United 
States Supreme Court. And this is 

where last week, the Senate wrongfully 
rejected President Clinton’s nomina-
tion of Justice Ronnie White. That 
vote made me doubt seriously whether 
this Senate, serving at the end of a half 
century of progress, would have voted 
to confirm Judge Hastie or Justice 
Marshall. 

For the first time in almost 50 years 
a nominee to a Federal district court 
was defeated by the United States Sen-
ate. There was no Senate debate that 
day on the nomination. There was no 
open discussion—just that which took 
place behind the closed doors of the Re-
publican caucus lunch that led to the 
party line vote. On October 5, 1999, the 
Senate Republicans voted in lockstep 
to reject the nomination of Justice 
Ronnie White to the Federal court in 
Missouri. 

For many months I had been calling 
for a fair vote on the nomination, 
which had been delayed for 27 months. 
Instead, the country witnessed a par-
tisan vote and a party line vote as the 
54 Republican members of the Senate 
present that day all voted against con-
firming this highly qualified African- 
American jurist to the Federal bench. 

Tuesday of last week the Republican 
Senate caucus blocked confirmation of 
Justice Ronnie White. It is too late for 
the Senate to undo the harm done by 
that caucus vote, although I would 
hope that some who voted based on in-
accurate characterizations of Justice 
White and his record would apologize 
to him. What the Senate can do and 
must do now is to make sure that par-
tisan error is not repeated. The Senate 
should ensure that other minority and 
women candidates receive a fair vote. 
We can start with the nominations of 
Judge Richard Paez and Marsha 
Berzon, which have been held up far 
too long without Senate action. It is 
past time for the Senate to do the just 
thing, the honorable thing, and vote to 
confirm each of these highly qualified 
nominees. 

Likewise, we should be moving for-
ward to consider the nomination of 
Judge Julio Fuentes to the Third Cir-
cuit. His nomination has already been 
pending for over seven months. He 
should get a hearing and prompt con-
sideration. He should be accorded a fair 
up or down vote on his nomination be-
fore the Senate adjourns this year. 

The bipartisan Task Force on Judi-
cial Selection of Citizens for Inde-
pendent Courts recently recommended 
that the Senate complete its consider-
ation of judicial nominations within 60 
days. The Senate has already exceeded 
that time with respect to the nomina-
tion of Judge Ann Williams to the Sev-
enth Circuit. When confirmed, she will 
be the first African-American to serve 
on that court. We should proceed on 
that nomination without further delay. 

Likewise, the Senate should be mov-
ing forward to consider the nomination 
of Judge James Wynn, Jr. to the 
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Fourth Circuit. When confirmed, Judge 
Wynn will be the first African-Amer-
ican to serve on the Fourth Circuit and 
will fill a judicial emergency vacancy. 
Fifty years has passed since the con-
firmation of Judge Hastie to the Third 
Circuit and still there has never been 
an African-American on the Fourth 
Circuit. The nomination of Judge 
James A. Beaty, Jr., was previously 
sent to us by President Clinton in 1995. 
That nomination was never considered 
by the Senate Judiciary Committee or 
the Senate and was returned to Presi-
dent Clinton without action at the end 
of 1998. It is time for the Senate to act 
on a qualified African-American nomi-
nee to the Fourth Circuit. 

In addition, early next year the Sen-
ate should act favorably on the nomi-
nations of Kathleen McCree Lewis to 
the Sixth Circuit and Enrique Moreno 
to the Fifth Circuit. Mr. Moreno suc-
ceeded to the nomination of Jorge Ran-
gel on which the Senate refused to act 
last Congress. These are both well 
qualified nominees who will add to the 
capabilities and diversity of those 
courts. In fact, the Chief Judge of the 
Fifth Circuit has this month declared 
that a judicial emergency exists on 
that court, caused by the number of ju-
dicial vacancies, lack of Senate action 
on pending nominations, and over-
whelming workload. 

I have noted the unfortunate pattern 
that the Republican Senate has estab-
lished by delaying consideration of too 
many women and minority nominees. 
The recent Republican caucus vote 
against Justice Ronnie White is the 
most egregious example, but the treat-
ment of Judge Richard Paez and Mar-
sha Berzon show that it is, unfortu-
nately, not an isolated example. 

Filling these vacancies with qualified 
nominees is the concern of all Ameri-
cans. The Senate should treat minority 
and women nominees fairly and pro-
ceed to consider them with the same 
speed and deference that it shows other 
nominees. Let us start the healing 
process. Let us vote to confirm Judge 
Richard Paez and Marsha Berzon before 
this month ends; Judge Julio Fuentes 
before the Senate adjourns in Novem-
ber; and Judge Ann Williams, Judge 
James Wynn, Kathleen McCree Lewis, 
and Enrique Moreno in the first weeks 
of next year. 

f 

MOTHERS AND NEWBORNS 
HEALTH INSURANCE ACT 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Mothers and 
Newborns Health Insurance Act, a bill 
that I have introduced along with my 
colleagues Senators BOND, BREAUX, 
LINCOLN, and MCCAIN. 

As you know, Mr. President, in 1997 
Congress passed the Children’s Health 
Insurance Program, or CHIP. CHIP is a 
joint Federal-State program, designed 
to ensure that children of low-income 

working families have access to health 
insurance. I’m proud to have worked on 
the Senate Finance Committee to es-
tablish CHIP, and I remain committed 
to its guiding principle: that all chil-
dren should have access to the medical 
care they need to stay healthy and 
strong. 

In fact, just 13 days ago, the Montana 
CHIP program went into effect. So as I 
speak, children in my state are already 
benefitting from this program. 

But while CHIP is important, it is 
not without imperfections. Most nota-
bly, States are not allowed to extend 
CHIP funds to low-income, pregnant 
adult women. This just doesn’t make 
sense. If pregnant women go uninsured, 
they are far less likely to receive pre-
natal care. And if they don’t receive 
prenatal care, their babies face a much 
higher risk of having health problems, 
from premature birth to birth defects. 
We should make sure that these babies 
are healthy and strong from the very 
start, by allowing states to offer health 
insurance to low-income pregnant 
women under CHIP. 

A second problem with CHIP is that, 
just like the Medicaid program, we’ve 
had a hard time getting the word out 
about it. Right now, there are 358,000 
pregnant woman and fully 3 million 
children who are eligible for Medicaid, 
but are not enrolled in the program. 
The same holds true with CHIP: across 
the United States, low-income, unin-
sured kids cannot benefit from the pro-
gram, because they aren’t enrolled. 

Mr. President, our bill is aimed at 
solving these problems, and making 
CHIP an even stronger, more effective 
program. First, it would give States 
the freedom to extend CHIP funds to 
low-income, pregnant mothers above 
the age of 19. This is a critical steps to-
ward empowering our States to provide 
health care to those who need it most, 
when they need it most. As many as 
45,000 pregnant women could benefit 
from this change every year—and bare 
in mind, that means that 45,000 babies 
could benefit as well. 

And let me add, Mr. President, that 
this does not create a new Federal 
mandate. To the contrary, this provi-
sion would only increase the freedom of 
the States to direct these Federal 
health care resources as they see fit. 

Second, our bill would assist States 
in reaching out to their uninsured citi-
zens. When Congress passed the welfare 
reform bill in 1996, we also created a 
$500 million fund that States could use 
to let uninsured folks know if they 
were eligible for Medicaid. The problem 
is, most of this money has gone un-
used. And in just a short while, most 
states will lose their 3-year window of 
opportunity to use these funds. Our bill 
will eliminate this 3-year deadline, to 
allow continued access to these funds. 
It will also allow states to use the 
funds to reach out to both Medicaid 
and CHIP-eligible women and children. 

By making this change, we can help en-
sure that CHIP and Medicaid function 
as they are supposed to—and that the 
mothers and children who need health 
insurance coverage will get it. 

Mr. President, most of my col-
leagues, liberal and conservative alike, 
agree that CHIP is a step in the right 
direction toward solving the growing 
problem of the uninsured. Let’s act 
now to make CHIP even stronger. 

f 

CTBT VOTE 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I want to 
take a few minutes today to correct 
some misconceptions about the reasons 
why the Senate voted to reject the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
Wednesday, and the impact its rejec-
tion will have on efforts to control the 
spread of nuclear weapons. 

Some have asserted that the Senate 
acted to reject the treaty for partisan 
political reasons. At the same time, 
they threatened grave political con-
sequences for those who opposed the 
treaty. Obviously, there is a lot more 
politics in the aftermath of the trea-
ty’s rejection (by supporters) than in 
its not popular, but principled rejec-
tion. Simply put, Senators voted to de-
feat the treaty because it jeopardized 
our nation’s security by undermining 
the U.S. nuclear deterrent that has 
served our country so well for the past 
50 years. 

Nor was this evidence that Repub-
licans are isolationist, as the President 
charged. It is Republicans who support 
free trade agreements (rather than the 
President’s party, which is dominated 
by labor union isolationism). And Re-
publicans strongly supported NATO ex-
pansion. 

Our distinguished colleague, Senator 
LUGAR, summed up the case against 
the CTBT quite well stating, 

I do not believe that the CTBT is of the 
same caliber as the arms control treaties 
that have come before the Senate in recent 
decades. Its usefulness to the goal of non- 
proliferation is highly questionable. Its like-
ly ineffectuality will risk undermining sup-
port and confidence in the concept of multi- 
lateral arms control. Even as a symbolic 
statement of our desire for a safer world, it 
is problematic because it would exacerbate 
risks and uncertainties related to the safety 
of our nuclear stockpile. 

The majority leader and other oppo-
nents of this treaty never asked Mem-
bers to vote against it for reasons of 
party loyalty. Rather, Senators were 
persuaded to reject the treaty by the 
facts about its effect on our security. 
In fact, Republican Senators were on 
both sides of this issue, while Demo-
crats paradoxically, voted lockstep, ex-
cept for Senator BYRD, who voted 
present. 

Unfortunately, the President and the 
Democratic leader have asserted that 
the process for consideration of the 
treaty was unfair, and have implied 
they were forced to vote on the treaty. 
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With all due respect, these assertions 
strike me as nothing more than sour 
grapes. Let’s review the history that 
brought us to the vote yesterday. 

For 2 years, the President and other 
supporters of the CTBT called on the 
Senate to take up the treaty. 

In his State of the Union Address in 
1998, President Clinton called for it to 
be taken up ‘‘this year.’’ 

In June 1998, President Clinton said 
it was ‘‘important that the Senate de-
bate and vote on the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty without delay.’’ 

On August 9 of this year, the Presi-
dent asked ‘‘the full Senate to vote for 
ratification as soon as possible.’’ 

On April 1 of this year, Secretary of 
State Albright gave a speech calling 
for action on the CTBT, ‘‘this year, 
this session, now.’’ 

And some of our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle were quite out-
spoken in calling for a vote on the 
treaty. In 1998, the Democratic leader, 
Senator DASCHLE said on the Senate 
floor that ‘‘We believe that it’s impor-
tant for us to move this very impor-
tant treaty this year.’’ And just over 2 
weeks ago, he stood on the Senate floor 
and said, ‘‘I still think, one way or the 
other, we ought to get to this treaty, 
get it on the floor, debate it, and vote 
on it.’’ 

And as we all know, it was the threat 
to bring the business of the Senate to 
a halt that led the majority leader to 
offer a unanimous consent agreement 
on the CTBT. On September 8—with 22 
days remaining in the fiscal year to 
dispose of the remaining appropria-
tions bills—Senator DORGAN said the 
following: 

When [the majority leader] comes to the 
floor, I intend to come to the floor and ask 
him when he intends to bring this treaty to 
the floor. If he and others decide it will not 
come to the floor, I intend to plant myself on 
the floor like a potted plant and object. I in-
tend to object to other routine business of 
the Senate until this country decides to ac-
cept the moral leadership that is its obliga-
tion and bring this treaty to the floor for a 
debate and a vote. 

Supporters of the CTBT clearly want-
ed a vote on the treaty; it now turns 
out they actually only wanted a vote if 
they could win. Well, that’s not the 
way it works. 

I have also been surprised that some 
Senators have complained that the 
time for consideration of the treaty 
was too short. Let’s remember that the 
time-frame for consideration of the 
treaty was established by unanimous 
consent. In fact, the majority leader 
first offered a unanimous-consent 
agreement on September 30. The Demo-
cratic leader objected to that first re-
quest, asking for it to be modified to 
add more time—4 more hours of gen-
eral debate, and up to 8 hours for 
amendments (in addition to the 10 
hours already allocated). The majority 
leader accommodated the Democratic 
request, and on October 1, a modified 

version of the unanimous-consent re-
quest was again offered, and not a sin-
gle Senator objected either to the time 
or to the date. The latter is also impor-
tant, because setting the date for the 
vote on October 12 or 13 (it occurred on 
the 13th) meant there were almost 2 
weeks for ‘‘education’’ of Senators who 
had not already become educated on 
the treaty. (Presumably those who 
were fomenting consideration of the 
treaty had taken the time to famil-
iarize themselves with it. They can 
hardly argue they needed more time in 
view of their insistence.) 

In any event, we all agreed on a time- 
table to take up the treaty. This is why 
I am disappointed that some have 
charged that the majority leader 
scheduled the vote out of some sense of 
partisanship. If Members had a concern 
about the time frame for the treaty’s 
consideration, any single Senator could 
have objected—but none did. And the 
week after the agreement, three Senate 
committees held hours of hearings. Re-
sponsible Senators had plenty of time 
to learn enough to make an informed 
decision, witness the early expression 
of support by those who said others 
needed more time (i.e., those who 
didn’t agree with them). 

I am also disappointed by assertions 
that, by rejecting the CTBT, the 
United States Senate has diminished 
America’s moral authority in the fight 
against nuclear proliferation. I deeply 
regret that this sentiment has been 
echoed, and to some degree instigated, 
by Members of this body and the ad-
ministration who find themselves on 
the losing side of the debate. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. By rejecting this deeply flawed 
accord, the Senate has anchored the 
United States firmly on the moral high 
ground. 

My vote against this treaty rested on 
three premises: 

First, we must be able to test if we 
are to maintain safe and reliable nu-
clear weapons because they help to se-
cure peace for American citizens and 
for the rest of the world. 

Second, this unenforceable, unverifi-
able treaty would have little if any im-
pact on the problem of proliferation. In 
fact, it might actually cause more na-
tions to seek nuclear weapons if they 
became unsure of the reliability of the 
U.S. nuclear umbrella. 

It is vitally important that our Na-
tion pursue efforts to combat nuclear 
proliferation. But we should pursue 
meaningful efforts with real effects. 
Unfortunately, while criticizing treaty 
opponents of not being serious about 
proliferation, it is the Clinton adminis-
tration that has not been willing to 
take serious actions to combat pro-
liferation. For example, in 1997, when 
reports began to surface about Russian 
missile assistance to Iran, I led a group 
of 99 Members of the House and Senate, 
in writing to the President to urge him 

to invoke sanctions to halt this trade. 
The President refused. In November 
1997, the Senate unanimously passed a 
concurrent resolution that I sponsored, 
expressing the sense of the Congress 
that the President should sanction the 
Russian organizations involved in sell-
ing missile technology to Iran. The 
House also passed this resolution over-
whelmingly by a vote of 414 to 8. Again 
the President refused to impose sanc-
tions. 

The Congress tried again to spur the 
administration to action 6 months 
later, when we passed the Iran Missile 
Proliferation Sanctions Act mandating 
sanctions on any organization involved 
in assisting Iran’s missile program. 
This bill passed the Senate by a vote of 
90 to 4. Yet when it reached the Presi-
dent’s desk, he vetoed the bill. As these 
examples show, this administration is 
simply not willing to take the tough 
actions necessary to prevent prolifera-
tion. It is these meaningful measures 
that will reduce proliferation, not an 
unenforceable, unverifiable treaty. 

The third and final reason I voted 
against the CTBT is that the Constitu-
tion establishes the Senate as co-equal 
with the President in committing this 
country to treaties. I take this respon-
sibility seriously, and will not simply 
rubber-stamp any arms control agree-
ment that does not meet at least min-
imum standards—and this one does 
not. Rejection will help future nego-
tiators insist on meaningful provisions 
that are verifiable and enforceable. 

Each of these premises is morally 
sound; in my view they are morally su-
perior than a vote for this flawed pact, 
no matter how well-intentioned. 

Because this treaty would have 
harmed our security, its ratification 
would have been an abdication of our 
moral responsibility to maintain peace 
through strength. In 1780, President 
George Washington said, ‘‘There is 
nothing so likely to produce peace as 
to be well prepared to meet an enemy.’’ 
Two hundred years later, President 
Ronald Reagan called this doctrine 
‘‘Peace Through Strength.’’ History 
has redeemed the judgment of Ronald 
Reagan in first adopting this stance 
with the Soviet Union; I believe that 
history will redeem the rejection of the 
CTBT as well. 

f 

CTBT COMMISSION 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on 
Wednesday evening, the Senate cast a 
historic vote on the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty. 

In the aftermath of this vote, I am 
reminded of the old saying, ‘‘The past 
is prologue.’’ 

At some point we have to lift this 
issue from the cauldron of politics. 

Now, is it not time to build bridges 
and find common ground on the issue 
of a possible treaty covering nuclear 
testing? Let the issues be worked on, 
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for a while, by people of the caliber, of 
the experience, of those who wrote to 
the Senate, who testified, and called or 
sent statements during the Senate’s 
debate. Their wisdom can then be re-
turned to our next President and the 
107th Congress. 

That is why, today, I propose the cre-
ation of a bipartisan, blue ribbon com-
mission of experts, representing dif-
fering viewpoints on the basic issues, 
to study this issue and make rec-
ommendations—including possible 
changes to the treaty. Colleagues, I ask 
for your ‘‘advice and consent’’ as I pur-
sue this goal of a commission. 

During the course of the debate in 
the Senate, it was clear that a number 
of Members could have supported some 
type of a test ban treaty, but were 
troubled by several key provisions in 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
that was before us. 

Of a particular concern was the zero- 
yield threshold. Legitimate concerns 
were raised about our ability to mon-
itor violations down to the zero-yield 
level, and with our need to conduct, at 
some point in the future, very low 
yield nuclear explosions to verify the 
safety of our stockpile, or to ensure the 
validity of the stockpile stewardship 
program. Perhaps it would have been 
better to agree to a Treaty which al-
lowed very low yield testing—as all 
past presidents, beginning with Presi-
dent Eisenhower, have proposed. 

Another grave concern was the fact 
that this Treaty bans nuclear testing 
in perpetuity. When we are dealing 
with the safety and credibility of the 
U.S. nuclear arsenal, we should exer-
cise the greatest degree of caution. 
Would it not have been better to have 
a treaty which required, specifically in 
its text, periodic reviews, at fixed in-
tervals, as did the Nuclear Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty, NPT. At the time the 
Senate considered that Treaty, the 
NPT provided for automatic reviews 
every 5 years. 

The Stockpile Stewardship Program 
was another issue of concern. In my 
view, it is just not far enough along, as 
confirmed by qualified experts, for the 
United States to stake the future of its 
nuclear arsenal on this alternative to 
actual testing. More needs to be done 
on that issue. For example, there is 
currently underway a panel, pursuant 
to a provision in the Strom Thurmond 
National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1999, to study and report on 
the reliability, safety and security of 
the U.S. nuclear stockpile. Perhaps 
some of the fine work of this commis-
sion, which is comprised of experts 
such as former Secretary of Defense 
James Schlesinger and Dr. Johnny Fos-
ter, could be incorporated into the 
work of a test ban commission. 

These are but examples of a number 
of issues related to this Treaty where 
there are honest differences of opinion, 
and over which bridges must be built to 

reach common ground. These issues 
could benefit from examination now by 
a group outside of the political arena— 
a group of experts. 

Recent history is replete with exam-
ples of commissions, composed of a bi-
partisan group of experts, who have 
successfully advised the Congress, the 
President. 

For example, in 1994, when I was Vice 
Chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee and the CIA was under attack, I 
included legislation in the FY 1995 In-
telligence Authorization Act estab-
lishing a commission to study the roles 
and capabilities of the Intelligence 
Community. The commission was 
formed by the President and the con-
gressional leadership. It was chaired by 
former secretaries of defense Les Aspin 
and Harold Brown and former Senator 
Warren Rudman. They met the chal-
lenge; their advice was accepted. 

Let’s join together; get it done. 
I ask unanimous consent that a num-

ber of items be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
EXCERPTS FROM THE STROM THURMOND NA-

TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1999 CONFERENCE REPORT 

SEC. 3159. PANEL TO ASSESS THE RELIABILITY, 
SAFETY, AND SECURITY OF THE 
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR STOCK-
PILE. 

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR PANEL.—The Sec-
retary of Defense, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Energy, shall enter into a con-
tract with a federally funded research and 
development center to establish a panel for 
the assessment of the certification process 
for the reliability, safety, and security of the 
United States nuclear stockpile. 

(b) COMPOSITION AND ADMINISTRATION OF 
PANEL.—(1) The panel shall consist of private 
citizens of the United States with knowledge 
and expertise in the technical aspects of de-
sign, manufacture, and maintenance of nu-
clear weapons. 

(2) The federally funded research and de-
velopment center shall be responsible for es-
tablishing appropriate procedures for the 
panel, including selection of a panel chair-
man. 

(c) DUTIES OF PANEL.—Each year the panel 
shall review and assess the following: 

(1) The annual certification process, in-
cluding the conclusions and recommenda-
tions resulting from the process, for the safe-
ty, security, and reliability of the nuclear 
weapons stockpile of the United States, as 
carried out by the directors of the national 
weapons laboratories. 

(2) The long-term adequacy of the process 
of certifying the safety, security, and reli-
ability of the nuclear weapons stockpile of 
the United States. 

(3) The adequacy of the criteria established 
by the Secretary of Energy pursuant to sec-
tion 3158 for achieving the purposes for 
which those criteria are established. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than October 1 of 
each year, beginning with 1999, the panel 
shall submit to the Committee on Armed 
Services of the Senate and the Committee on 
National Security of the House of Represent-
atives a report setting forth its findings and 
conclusions resulting from the review and 

assessment carried out for the year covered 
by the report. The report shall be submitted 
in classified and unclassified form. 

(e) COOPERATION OF OTHER AGENCIES.—The 
panel may secure directly from the Depart-
ment of Energy, the Department of Defense, 
or any of the national weapons laboratories 
or plants or any other Federal department or 
agency information that the panel considers 
necessary to carry out its duties. 

(2) For carrying out its duties, the panel, 
shall be provided full and timely cooperation 
by the Secretary of Energy, the Secretary of 
Defense, the Commander of United States 
Strategic Command, the Directors of the Los 
Alamos National Laboratory, the Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory, the Sandia 
National Laboratories, the Savannah River 
Site, the Y–12 Plant, the Pantex Facility, 
and the Kansas City Plant, and any other of-
ficial of the United States that the chairman 
of the panel determines as having informa-
tion described in paragraph (1). 

(3) The Secretary of Energy and the Sec-
retary of Defense shall each designate at 
least one officer or employee of the Depart-
ment of Energy and the Department of De-
fense, respectively, to serve as a liaison offi-
cer between the department and the panel. 

(f) FUNDING.—The Secretary of Defense and 
the Secretary of Energy shall each con-
tribute 50 percent of the amount of funds 
that are necessary for the panel to carry out 
its duties. Funds available for the Depart-
ment of Energy for atomic energy defense 
activities shall be available for the Depart-
ment of Energy contribution. 

(g) TERMINATION OF PANEL.—The panel 
shall terminate three years after the date of 
the appointment of the member designated 
as chairman of the panel. 

(h) INITIAL IMPLEMENTATION.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall enter into the con-
tract required under subsection (a) not later 
than 60 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. The panel shall convene its first 
meeting not later than 30 days after the date 
as of which all members of the panel have 
been appointed. 

* * * * * 

EXCERPT FROM THE INTELLIGENCE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 

TITLE IX—COMMISSION ON THE ROLES 
AND CAPABILITIES OF THE UNITED 
STATES INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY 

SEC. 901. ESTABLISHMENT. 
There is established a commission to be 

known as the Commission on the Roles and 
Capabilities of the United States Intel-
ligence Community (hereafter in this title 
referred to as the ‘‘Commission’’). 
SEC. 902. COMPOSITION AND QUALIFICATIONS. 

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—(1) The Commission shall 
be composed of 17 members, as follows: 

(A) Nine members shall be appointed by 
the President from private life, no more than 
four of whom shall have previously held sen-
ior leadership positions in the intelligence 
community and no more than five of whom 
shall be members of the same political party. 

(B) Two members shall be appointed by the 
majority leader of the Senate, of whom one 
shall be a Member of the Senate and one 
shall be from private life. 

(C) Two members shall be appointed by the 
minority leader of the Senate, of whom one 
shall be a Member of the Senate and one 
shall be from private life. 

(D) Two members shall be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, of 
whom one shall be a Member of the House 
and one shall be from private life. 
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(E) Two members shall be appointed by the 

Minority Leader of the House of Representa-
tives, of whom one shall be a Member of the 
House and one shall be from private life. 

(2) The members of the Commission ap-
pointed from private life under paragraph (1) 
shall be persons of demonstrated ability and 
accomplishment in government, business, 
law, academe, journalism, or other profes-
sion, who have a substantial background in 
national security matters. 

(b) CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN.—The 
President shall designate two of the mem-
bers appointed from private life to serve as 
Chairman and Vice Chairman, respectively, 
of the Commission. 

* * * * * 
SEC. 903. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall be the duty of the 
Commission— 

(1) to review the efficacy and appropriate-
ness of the activities of the United States in-
telligence community in the post-cold war 
global environment; and 

(2) to prepare and transmit the reports de-
scribed in section 904. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—In carrying out sub-
section (a), the Commission shall specifically 
consider the following: 

(1) What should be the roles and missions 
of the intelligence community in terms of 
providing support to the defense and foreign 
policy establishments and how should these 
relate to tactical intelligence activities. 

(2) Whether the roles and missions of the 
intelligence community should extend be-
yond the traditional areas of providing sup-
port to the defense and foreign policy estab-
lishments, and, if so, what areas should be 
considered legitimate for intelligence collec-
tion and analysis, and whether such areas 
should include, for example, economic issues, 
environmental issues, and health issues. 

(3) What functions, if any, should continue 
to be assigned to the organizations of the in-
telligence community, including the Central 
Intelligence Agency, and what capabilities 
should these organizations retain for the fu-
ture. 

(4) Whether the existing organization and 
management framework of the organizations 
of the intelligence community, including the 
Central Intelligence Agency, provide the op-
timal structure for the accomplishment of 
their missions. 

(5) Whether existing principles and strate-
gies governing the acquisition and mainte-
nance of intelligence collection capabilities 
should be retained and what collection capa-
bilities should the Government retain to 
meet future contingencies. 

(6) Whether intelligence analysis, as it is 
currently structured and executed, adds suf-
ficient value to information otherwise avail-
able to the Government to justify its con-
tinuation, and, if so, at what level of re-
sources. 

(7) Whether the existing decentralized sys-
tem of intelligence analysis results in sig-
nificant waste or duplication, and if so, what 
can be done to correct these deficiencies. 

(8) Whether the existing arrangements for 
allocating available resources to accomplish 
the roles and missions assigned to intel-
ligence agencies are adequate. 

(9) Whether the existing framework for co-
ordinating among intelligence agencies with 
respect to intelligence collection and anal-
ysis and other activities, including training 
and operational activities, provides an opti-
mal structure for such coordination. 

(10) Whether current personnel policies and 
practices of intelligence agencies provide an 
optimal work force to satisfy the needs of in-
telligence consumers. 

(11) Whether resources for intelligence ac-
tivities should continue to be allocated as 
part of the defense budget or be treated by 
the President and Congress as a separate 
budgetary program. 

(12) Whether the existing levels of re-
sources allocated for intelligence collection 
or intelligence analysis, or to provide a capa-
bility to conduct covert actions, are seri-
ously at variance with United States needs. 

(13) Whether there are areas of redundant 
or overlapping activity or areas where there 
is evidence of serious waste, duplication, or 
mismanagement. 

(14) To what extent, if any, should the 
budget for United States intelligence activi-
ties be publicly disclosed. 

(15) To what extent, if any, should the 
United States intelligence community col-
lect information bearing upon private com-
mercial activity and the manner in which 
such information should be controlled and 
disseminated. 

(16) Whether counterintelligence policies 
and practices are adequate to ensure that 
employees of intelligence agencies are sen-
sitive to security problems, and whether in-
telligence agencies themselves have ade-
quate authority and capability to address 
perceived security problems. 

(17) The manner in which the size, mis-
sions, capabilities, and resources of the 
United States intelligence community com-
pare to those of other countries. 

(18) Whether existing collaborative ar-
rangements between the United States and 
other countries in the area of intelligence 
cooperation should be maintained and 
whether such arrangements should be ex-
panded to provide for increased 
burdensharing. 

(19) Whether existing arrangements for 
sharing intelligence with multinational or-
ganizations in support of mutually shared 
objectives are adequate. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 

close of business yesterday, Thursday, 
October 14, 1999, the Federal debt stood 
at $5,666,668,943,905.59 (Five trillion, six 
hundred sixty-six billion, six hundred 
sixty-eight million, nine hundred forty- 
three thousand, nine hundred five dol-
lars and fifty-nine cents). 

One year ago, October 14, 1998, the 
Federal debt stood at $5,536,803,000,000 
(Five trillion, five hundred thirty-six 
billion, eight hundred three million). 

Five years ago, October 14, 1994, the 
Federal debt stood at $4,691,920,000,000 
(Four trillion, six hundred ninety-one 
billion, nine hundred twenty million). 

Twenty-five years ago, October 14, 
1974, the Federal debt stood at 
$478,496,000,000 (Four hundred seventy- 
eight billion, four hundred ninety-six 
million) which reflects a debt increase 
of more than $5 trillion— 
$5,188,172,943,905.59 (Five trillion, one 
hundred eighty-eight billion, one hun-
dred seventy-two million, nine hundred 
forty-three thousand, nine hundred five 
dollars and fifty-nine cents) during the 
past 25 years. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11:33 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 

Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2679. An act to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to establish the National Motor 
Carrier Administration in the Department of 
Transportation, to improve the safety of 
commercial motor vehicle operators and car-
riers, to strengthen commercial driver’s li-
censes, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House disagrees to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill, H.R. 1000, to 
amend title 49, United States Code, to 
reauthorize programs of the Federal 
Aviation Administration, and for other 
purposes, and agrees to the conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon; and 
appoints Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. PETRI, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. 
EWING, Mr. HORN, Mr. QUINN, Mr. 
EHLERS, Mr. BASS, Mr. PEASE, Mr. 
SWEENEY, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. RAHALL, 
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Ms. DANNER, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. MILLENDER- 
MCDONALD, and Mr. BOSWELL as man-
agers of the conference on the part of 
the House: 

From the Committee on the Budget, 
for consideration of titles IX and X of 
the House bill, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Mr. CHAMBLISS, 
Mr. SHAYS, and Mr. SPRATT. 

From the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for consideration of title XI of 
the House bill, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Mr. ARCHER, Mr. 
CRANE, and Mr. RANGEL. 

From the Committee on Science, for 
consideration of title XIII of the Sen-
ate amendment and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mrs. MORELLA, and Mr. HALL 
of Texas. 

f 

MEASURE REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 2679. An act to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to establish the National Motor 
Carrier Administration in the Department of 
Transportation, to improve the safety of 
commercial motor vehicle operators and car-
riers, to strengthen commercial driver’s li-
censes, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–5626. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the methods of selection of members of the 
Armed Forces to serve on courts-martial; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 
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EC–5627. A communication from the Dep-

uty Secretary of Defense transmitting a re-
port relative to the Department of Energy 
Stockpile Stewardship Program; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. 

EC–5628. A communication from the Com-
missioner, Bureau of Reclamation, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the financial reports of the Colorado 
River Basin Project for fiscal year 1997; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

EC–5629. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Environmental Manage-
ment, Department of Energy, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the annual report on Accel-
erated Land Transfer and Technology Inte-
gration; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC–5630. A communication from the Dep-
uty General Counsel, Small Business Admin-
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Small Business In-
vestment Companies (LMI)’’ (FR Doc. 99– 
25244, Published 9/30/99, 64 FR 52641), received 
October 13, 1999; to the Committee on Small 
Business. 

EC–5631. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Individual Development Accounts’’ (Rev. 
Rul. 99–44), received October 14, 1999; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–5632. A communication from the Com-
missioner of Social Security, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to the 
processing of continuing disability reviews 
for fiscal year 1998; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

EC–5633. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the actuarial reports on the Judicial Of-
ficers’ Retirement Fund, the Judicial Sur-
vivors’ Annuities System, and the Court of 
Federal Claims Judges’ Retirement System 
for the plan year ending September 30, 1998; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–5634. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director, Committee for Purchase From 
People Who Are Blind or Severely Disabled, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule relative to additions to the Procure-
ment List, received October 13, 1999; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–5635. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Corporate Policy and Research Depart-
ment, Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Allocation of Assets 
in Single-Employer Plans; Interest Assump-
tions for Valuing Benefits,’’ received October 
12, 1999; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–5636. A communication from the Dep-
uty Executive Secretary, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Human 
Drugs and Biologics; Determination That In-
formed Consent Is Not Feasible or Is Con-
trary to the Best Interests of Recipients; 
Revocation of 1990 Interim Final Rule; Es-
tablishment of New Interim Final Rule’’ 
(RIN0910–AA89), received October, 5, 1999; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

EC–5637. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Food Labeling, Declaration 

of Ingredients’’ (98P–0968), received October 
13, 1999; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–5638. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Internal Analgesics, Anti-
pyretic and Antirheumatic Drug Products 
for Over-the-Counter Human Use; Final Rule 
for Professional Labeling of Aspirin, 
Buffered Aspirin and Aspirin in Combination 
With Antacid Drug Products—Final Rule— 
Technical Amendment’’ (77N–094A), received 
October 13, 1999; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–5639. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of 
Endangered Species, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Endangered and 
Threatened Wildlife and Plants: Final Rule 
To List the Devils River Minnow as Threat-
ened’’ (RIN1018–AE86), received October 14, 
1999; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–5640. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of 
Endangered Species, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Endangered and 
Threatened Wildlife and Plants: Final Rule 
To List the Plant Deseret Milk-Vetch as 
Threatened Under the Endangered Species 
Act’’ (RIN1018–AE57), received October 14, 
1999; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–5641. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of 
Endangered Species, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Endangered and 
Threatened Wildlife and Plants: Final Rule 
To List the Plant Pecos Sunflower as 
Threatened Under the Endangered Species 
Act’’ (RIN1018–AE88), received October 14, 
1999; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–5642. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Expand Applicability of Part 72 to Holders 
of, and Applicants for, Certificates of Com-
pliance, and Their Contractors and Sub-
contractors’’ (RIN3150–AF93), received Octo-
ber 14, 1999; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EC–5643. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Implementation Plans; Texas; Repeal 
of Board Seal Rule and Revisions to Particu-
late Matter Regulations’’ (FRL #6459–8), re-
ceived October 14, 1999; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC–5644. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans; 
State of Maryland; Enhanced Inspection and 
Maintenance Program’’ (FRL #6449–3), re-
ceived October 14, 1999; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC–5645. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 

Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Land Disposal Restriction 
Phase IV:P Final Rule Promulgating Treat-
ment Standards for Metal Wastes and Min-
eral Processing Wastes; Mineral Processing 
Secondary Materials and Devill Exclusion 
Issues; Treatment Standards for Hazardous 
Soils, and Exclusion of Recycled Wood Pre-
serving Wastewater’’ (FRL #6458–8), received 
October 14, 1999; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–5646. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting a report entitled ‘‘Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) or 
Superfund, Section 104; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC–5647. A communication from the Com-
mandant, U.S. Coast Guard, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to the es-
tablishment of a seasonal search and rescue 
facility on Southern Lake Michigan; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–5648. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce transmitting a report 
entitled ‘‘National Implementation Plan for 
Modernization of the National Weather Serv-
ice’’; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5649. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Communications and Infor-
mation, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting a report relative to the Public Tele-
communications Facilities Program grants 
for fiscal year 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5650. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Communications and Infor-
mation, Department of Commerce transmit-
ting a report relative to the Telecommuni-
cations and Information Infrastructure As-
sistance Program grants for fiscal year 1999; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–5651. A communication from the Chair-
man, National Transportation Safety Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to the fiscal year 2001 budget request; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–5652. A communication from the Chair-
man, National Transportation Safety Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re-
port for 1997; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5653. A communication from the Chair-
man, National Transportation Safety Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to the proposed ‘‘National Transpor-
tation Safety Board Amendments Act of 
1999’’; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5654. A communication from the Chief, 
Mass Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments; FM Broadcast Stations; Socorro, NM; 
Shiprock, NM; Magdelena, NM; Minatare, 
NE; Dexter, NM; Tularosa, NM; (MM Docket 
Nos. 99–90, 99–119, 99–120, 99–122, 99–158, 99– 
191), received October 8, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–5655. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the Bureau Chief, Mass 
Media Bureau, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of 
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Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments; FM 
Broadcast Stations; Choteau, Alberton, and 
Valier, MT; Hubbardston, MI; Ingramm, and 
Breckenridge, TX; Parowan and Toquerville, 
UT; Washburn, WI; (MM Docket Nos. 99–219, 
99–80, 99–235, 99–224, 99–226, 99–228, 99–18, 99– 
243, and 99–218), received October 8, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–5656. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the Bureau Chief, Mass 
Media Bureau, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments; FM 
Broadcast Stations; Wellsville and 
Canaseranga, NY’’; (MM Docket No. 98–207, 
RM–9408, RM–9497), received October 8, 1999; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–5657. A communication from the Chief, 
Endangered Species Division, Office of Pro-
tected Resources, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Sea Turtle Con-
servation; Restrictions Applicable to Shrimp 
Trawl Activities; Leatherback Conservation 
Zone’’ (Docket No. 950427117–9138–08; I.D. 
#051999D; RIN0648–AH97), received October 7, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5658. A communication from the Assist-
ant Bureau Chief, Management, Inter-
national Bureau, Satellite and 
Radiocommunications Division, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Report and Order in the Matter of Direct 
Access to the INTELSAT System’’; (IB 
Docket No. 98–192, File No. 60–SAT–ISP–97, 
FCC 99–236), received October 8, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–5659. A communication from the Chief, 
Endangered Species Division, Office of Pro-
tected Resources, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Sea Turtle Con-
servation; Restrictions Applicable to Shrimp 
Trawl Activities; Leatherback Conservation 
Zone’’ (Docket No. 950427117–9149–09; I.D. 
#052799D; RIN0648–AH97), received October 7, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5660. A communication from the Chief, 
Endangered Species Division, Office of Pro-
tected Resources, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Sea Turtle Con-
servation; Restrictions Applicable to Shrimp 
Trawl Activities; Leatherback Conservation 
Zone’’ (Docket No. 950427117–9133–07; I.D. 
#051299D; RIN0648–AH97), received October 7, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5661. A communication from the Chief, 
Endangered Species Division, Office of Pro-
tected Resources, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Sea Turtle Con-
servation; Restrictions Applicable to Shrimp 
Trawl Activities; Leatherback Conservation 
Zone’’ (Docket No. 950427117–9123–06; I.D. 
#050599D; RIN0648–AH97), received October 7, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5662. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Chief, Wireless Telecommunications 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-

port of a rule entitled ‘‘1998 Biennial Regu-
latory Review-Spectrum Aggregation Limits 
for Wireless Telecommunications Carriers’’; 
(WT Docket Nos. 98–205 and 96–59, GN Docket 
No. 93–252, FCC 99–244), received October 8, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. ENZI: 
S. 1735. A bill to expand the applicability of 

daylight saving time; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 1736. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 

Standards Act of 1938 to permit certain 
youth to perform certain work with wood 
products; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself and 
Mr. SCHUMER): 

S. 1737. A bill to amend the National Hous-
ing Act with respect to the reverse mortgage 
program and housing cooperatives; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. JOHNSON (for himself, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr. 
THOMAS): 

S. 1738. A bill to amend the Packers and 
Stockyards Act, 1921, to make it unlawful for 
a packer to own, feed, or control livestock 
intended for slaughter; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself, Mr. 
DORGAN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. JOHNSON, and Mr. 
LEAHY): 

S. 1739. A bill to impose a moratorium on 
large agribusiness mergers and to establish a 
commission to review large agriculture 
mergers, concentration, and market power; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. KERREY, and Mr. DODD): 

S. 1740. A bill to protect consumers when 
private companies offer services or products 
that are provided free of charge by the Social 
Security Administration and the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. BYRD, Mr. HOL-
LINGS, Mr. HATCH, and Mr. 
SANTORUM): 

S. 1741. A bill to amend United States 
trade laws to address more effectively im-
port crises; to the Committee on Finance. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. ABRA-
HAM, Mr. BAYH, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. BYRD, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
HAGEL, Mr. HELMS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. LUGAR, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
REID, Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. THURMOND, 
and Mr. WYDEN): 

S. Res. 204. A resolution designating the 
week beginning November 21, 1999, and the 

week beginning on November 19, 2000, as ‘Na-
tional Family Week,’ and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and Mr. 
KOHL): 

S. Con. Res. 60. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that a com-
memorative postage stamp should be issued 
in honor of the U.S.S. Wisconsin and all those 
who served aboard her; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. ENZI: 
S. 1735. A bill to expand the applica-

bility of daylight saving time; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

THE HALLOWEEN SAFETY ACT OF 1999 
MR. ENZI. Mr. President, today I am 

pleased to introduce the ‘‘Halloween 
Safety Act of 1999.’’ This Act has one 
simple purpose: to extend the date on 
which the daylight saving time ends 
from the last Sunday in October to the 
first Sunday of November in order to 
include the holiday of Halloween. 

The idea of extending daylight saving 
time was first introduced to me by 
Sharon Rasmussen, a second grade 
teacher from Sheridan, Wyoming, and 
her students. I received a packet of 
twenty letters from Mrs. Rasmussen’s 
second grade class expressing their 
wish to have an extra hour of daylight 
during Halloween in order to make the 
holiday safer. These children explained 
that they would feel more secure if 
they had an extra hour of daylight 
when venturing door-to-door in their 
annual trick-or-treating. Halloween is 
a holiday of great importance to 
youngsters throughout the United 
States and a large number of children 
do celebrate by trick-or-treating in 
their neighborhoods and towns. I be-
lieve this reasonable proposal would 
make those Halloween activities safer. 

Upon conducting some research of 
my own, I discovered that Halloween is 
a time of increased danger for children. 
According to the Insurance Institute 
for Highway Safety, fatal pedestrian- 
motor vehicle collisions occur most 
often between 6 and 9 p.m., comprising 
twenty-five percent of the total. An-
other twenty-one percent occur be-
tween 9 p.m. and midnight, making 
nighttime the most dangerous time for 
pedestrians. 

Unfortunately, these general acci-
dent trends are magnified on Hal-
loween given the considerable increase 
in pedestrians—most of whom are chil-
dren, on Halloween evening. A study by 
the Division of Injury Prevention, Na-
tional Center for Injury Prevention and 
Control of the Center for Disease Con-
trol, concluded that the incidence of 
pedestrian deaths in children ages 5–14 
is four times higher on Halloween than 
any other night of the year. In order to 
make this holiday safer for all our chil-
dren, Congress should take the modest 
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step of providing one extra week of 
daylight saving time. 

Attempts have been made in the past 
to extend daylight saving time. Most 
recently, Senator Alan Simpson intro-
duced the ‘‘Daylight Saving Extension 
Act of 1994.’’ Although Senator Simp-
son’s legislation would have changed 
both the starting date and the ending 
date of daylight saving time, the legis-
lation I am introducing today would 
simply extend it for a week. 

The fact that the students of Mrs. 
Rasmussen’s second grade class took 
the time to write and request that I 
sponsor a bill to extend daylight saving 
time is important to me. I believe that 
many of these children’s parents would 
also be pleased with this extension of 
daylight savings time. If children are 
concerned about their own safety and 
come up with a reasonable approach to 
make their world a little bit safer, I be-
lieve that accommodating their re-
quest is not too much to ask. Pro-
tecting the children of our country 
should be a primary concern for all of 
us as lawmakers. If one life could be 
saved by extending daylight saving 
time to encompass Halloween, it would 
be worthwhile. I trust that all my col-
leagues will take the time to consider 
the importance the ‘‘Halloween Safety 
Act of 1999’’ would have for children 
and their parents in their respective 
states. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 1736. A bill to amend the Fair 

Labor Standards Act of 1938 to permit 
certain youth to perform certain work 
with wood products; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 

FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT AMENDMENTS 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 

sought recognition today to introduce 
legislation designed to permit certain 
youths (those exempt from attending 
school) between the ages of 14 and 18 to 
work in sawmills under special safety 
conditions and close adult supervision. 
I introduced an identical measure at 
the close of the 105th Congress and am 
hopeful that the Senate can once again 
consider this important issue. Similar 
legislation introduced by my distin-
guished colleague, Representative JO-
SEPH R. PITTS, has already passed in 
the House this year. 

As Chairman of the Labor, Health 
and Human Services and Education Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, I have 
strongly supported increased funding 
for the enforcement of the important 
child safety protections contained in 
the Fair Labor Standards Act. I also 
believe, however, that accommodation 
must be made for youths who are ex-
empt from compulsory school-attend-
ance laws after the eighth grade. It is 
extremely important that youths who 
are exempt from attending school be 
provided with access to jobs and ap-
prenticeships in areas that offer em-
ployment where they live. 

The need for access to popular trades 
is demonstrated by the Amish commu-
nity. Last year, I toured an Amish saw-
mill in Lancaster County, Pennsyl-
vania, and had the opportunity to meet 
with some of my Amish constituency. 
They explained that while the Amish 
once made their living almost entirely 
by farming, they have increasingly had 
to expand into other occupations as 
farmland disappears in many areas due 
to pressure from development. As a re-
sult, many of the Amish have come to 
rely more and more on work in saw-
mills to make their living. The Amish 
culture expects youth upon the comple-
tion of their education at the age of 14 
to begin to learn a trade that will en-
able them to become productive mem-
bers of society. In many areas, work in 
sawmills is one of the major occupa-
tions available for the Amish, whose 
belief system limits the types of jobs 
they may hold. Unfortunately, these 
youths are currently prohibited by law 
from employment in this industry 
until they reach the age of 18. This pro-
hibition threatens both the religion 
and lifestyle of the Amish. 

In the 105th Congress, the House 
passed by a voice vote H.R. 4257, intro-
duced by Representative Pitts, which 
was similar to the bill I am introducing 
today. I am aware that concerns to 
H.R. 4257 existed: safety issues had 
been raised by the Department of 
Labor and Constitutional issues had 
been raised by the Department of Jus-
tice. I have addressed these concerns in 
my legislation. 

Under my legislation youths would 
not be allowed to operate power ma-
chinery, but would be restricted to per-
forming activities such as sweeping, 
stacking wood, and writing orders. My 
legislation requires that the youths 
must be protected from wood particles 
or flying debris and wear protective 
equipment, all while under strict adult 
supervision. The Department of Labor 
must monitor these safeguards to in-
sure that they are enforced. 

The Department of Justice stated 
that H.R. 4257 raised serious concerns 
under the Establishment Clause. The 
House measure conferred benefits only 
to a youth who is a ‘‘member of a reli-
gious sect or division thereof whose es-
tablished teachings do not permit for-
mal education beyond the eighth 
grade.’’ By conferring the ‘‘benefit’’ of 
working in a sawmill only to the ad-
herents of certain religions, the De-
partment argues that the bill appears 
to impermissibly favor religion to ‘‘ir-
religion.’’ In drafting my legislation, I 
attempted to overcome such an objec-
tion by conferring permission to work 
in sawmills to all youths who ‘‘are ex-
empted from compulsory education 
laws after the eighth grade.’’ Indeed, I 
think a broader focus is necessary to 
create a sufficient range of vocational 
opportunities for all youth who are le-
gally out of school and in need of voca-
tional opportunities. 

I also believe that the logic of the 
Supreme Court’s 1972 decision in Wis-
consin v. Yoder supports my bill. Yoder 
held that Wisconsin’s compulsory 
school attendance law requiring chil-
dren to attend school until the age of 
16 violated the Free Exercise clause. 
The Court found that the Wisconsin 
law imposed a substantial burden on 
the free exercise of religion by the 
Amish since attending school beyond 
the eighth grade ‘‘contravenes the 
basic religious tenets and practices of 
the Amish faith.’’ I believe a similar 
argument can be made with respect to 
Amish youth working in sawmills. As 
their population grows and their sub-
sistence through an agricultural way of 
life decreases, trades such as sawmills 
become more and more crucial to the 
continuation of their lifestyle. Barring 
youths from the sawmills denies these 
youths the very vocational training 
and path to self-reliance that was cen-
tral to the Yoder Court’s holding that 
the Amish do not need the final two 
years of public education. 

I offer my legislation once again with 
the hope of opening a dialogue on this 
important issue. This is a matter of 
great importance to the Amish commu-
nity and I urge its timely consider-
ation by the Senate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1736 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXEMPTION. 

Section 13(c) of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 213(c)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(6)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), in the 
administration and enforcement of the child 
labor provisions of this Act, it shall not be 
considered oppressive child labor for an indi-
vidual who— 

‘‘(i) is under the age of 18 and over the age 
of 14, and 

‘‘(ii) by statute or judicial order is exempt 
from compulsory school attendance beyond 
the eighth grade, 
to be employed inside or outside places of 
business where machinery is used to process 
wood products. 

‘‘(B) The employment of an individual 
under subparagraph (a) shall be permitted— 

‘‘(i) if the individual is supervised by an 
adult relative of the individual or is super-
vised by an adult member of the same reli-
gious sect or division as the individual; 

‘‘(ii) if the individual does not operate or 
assist in the operation of power-driven wood-
working machines; 

‘‘(iii) if the individual is protected from 
wood particles or other flying debris within 
the workplace by a barrier appropriate to 
the potential hazard of such wood particles 
or flying debris or by maintaining a suffi-
cient distance from machinery in operation; 
and 

‘‘(iv) if the individual is required to use 
personal protective equipment to prevent ex-
posure to excessive levels of noise and saw 
dust.’’. 
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By Mr. JOHNSON (for himself, 

Mr. KERREY, Mr. GRASSLEY, and 
Mr. THOMAS): 

S. 1738. A bill to amend the Packers 
and Stockyards Act, 1921, to make it 
unlawful for a packer to own, feed, or 
control livestock intended for slaugh-
ter; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

THE RANCHER ACT OF 1999 
∑ Mr. JOHNSON. Mr President, I rise 
before you today to introduce legisla-
tion on behalf of Senators BOB KERREY, 
CHARLES GRASSLEY, CRAIG THOMAS, and 
myself. The RANCHER Act (Rural 
America Needs Competition to Help 
Every Rancher) is designed to reestab-
lish a free, fair, and competitive mar-
ket for independent livestock pro-
ducers. 

South Dakota family farmers and 
ranchers indicate to me that one of the 
most critical problems in agriculture 
today is the growing, unabated trend of 
agribusiness consolidation and con-
centration. Too often today, elected 
leaders overlook agricultural con-
centration with rhetoric and empty 
promises. But talk doesn’t provide any 
assurance to a cow-calf producer in 
South Dakota worried about what he 
or she will sell feeder calves for this 
fall. Talk doesn’t minimize the worries 
of a diversified farmer looking for com-
petitive markets in which to sell his or 
her grain. And talk surely doesn’t as-
sure any feeder of livestock that he or 
she will have a fair opportunity to sell 
slaughter livestock in this con-
centrated market. 

This bipartisan legislation would 
strengthen and amend Section 202 of 
the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921 
by prohibiting meatpackers from own-
ing livestock prior to purchase for 
slaughter. It does provide exceptions 
for farmers and ranchers who own and 
process livestock in a producer owned 
and controlled cooperative. 

Mr. President, concern over 
meatpacker concentration is not new 
in the United States. Cartoons in the 
1880s negatively depicted companies 
that pooled livestock together for sale 
as ‘‘beef trusts’’ engaging in monopo-
listic pricing behavior. In 1917 Presi-
dent Woodrow Wilson directed the Fed-
eral Trade Commission (FTC) to inves-
tigate meatpackers to determine if 
they were leveraging too much power 
over the marketplace. 

The FTC released a report in 1919 
stating that the ‘‘Big 5’’ meatpackers 
(Armour, Swift, Morris, Wilson, and 
Cudahy) dominated with ‘‘monopolistic 
control of the American meat indus-
try’’. The FTC also found these 
meatpackers owned stockyards, rail 
car lines, cold storage plants, and other 
essential facilities for distributing 
food. This led to the Packers Consent 
Decree of 1920 which prohibited the Big 
5 packers from engaging in retail sales 
of meat and forced them to divest of 
ownership interests in stockyards and 

rail lines. Then, Congress enacted the 
Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921 
that—among other things—prohibited 
meatpackers from engaging in unfair, 
discriminatory, or deceptive pricing 
practices. 

Unfortunately, we have allowed some 
in the meatpacking industry to once 
again dangerously choke free enter-
prise and market access. As in the 
past, producers again look to their 
elected leaders to take action. That is 
why I have introduced legislation in 
Congress to combat meatpacker con-
centration in livestock markets. My 
legislation will prohibit meatpackers 
from owning livestock for slaughter. 

Within the last few weeks, we’ve 
heard from pork conglomerates Smith-
field Foods, Murphy Farms, and Tyson 
Foods regarding Smithfield’s intention 
to own all the hogs currently held by 
both Murphy and Tyson. If these deals 
are to go through, around 800,000 sows 
could be owned and controlled by 
Smithfield. Ask any pork producer, a 
breeding stock herd of this size could 
enable Smithfield to totally dominate 
the hog industry. 

In response, we could seek a Depart-
ment of Justice investigation of this 
deal, but it is clear to me that current 
anti-trust law may be simply too weak 
to stop a marriage of this nature. Some 
may believe we need trust busters with 
true grit in the Justice or Agriculture 
Departments to keep these deals from 
happening, but my experience in Con-
gress tells me if we wait for this type 
of action, we won’t have an inde-
pendent farmer or rancher left—any-
where. 

Mr. President, current anti-trust 
laws have failed to address concerns of 
livestock producers in the market-
place. Moreover, growing packer con-
centration creates an imbalance in bar-
gaining power between a few 
meatpackers who buy livestock and 
several producers who sell livestock. 
The relative lack of buyers means the 
buying side of the market has much 
more power than the selling side. Envi-
sion an hourglass: it is wide at both 
ends and very narrow in the middle. 
The two wide ends aptly represent agri-
cultural producers and consumers. The 
narrow middle of the hourglass is the 
number of processors and meatpackers 
that buy livestock from farmers and 
ranchers and then sell food to con-
sumers. A decision on the part of one 
meatpacker may have a substantial ef-
fect on the marketplace. For instance, 
when Smithfield shut down the pork 
plant in Huron—formerly owned by 
American Foods Group—pork pro-
ducers in South Dakota were left with 
merely a single market for their 
slaughter hogs in the state. Alter-
natively, a decision on the part of a 
livestock producer seller has little if 
any effect at all on price. What does 
this mean? It means the marketplace is 
not competitive. 

Some so called experts’’ in the indus-
try claim that concentration leads to 
cheap prices for consumers. These ex-
perts believe concentration is simply 
unstoppable, and better yet, they point 
to the vertically integrated poultry in-
dustry as a successful guide or model 
for cattle and pork producers. They 
gloss over the real effects of concentra-
tion by touting economies of scale and 
productive efficiency. 

Apologists for the corporate con-
glomerates can criticize my efforts to 
keep meatpackers from owning live-
stock if they want, but given a choice, 
I will side with a broad base of family 
farmers and ranchers over conglom-
erate agriculture any day. It boils 
down to whether we want independent 
producers in agriculture, or if we will 
yield to concentration and see farmers 
and ranchers become low wage employ-
ees on their own land. 

Ultimately, if we continue to stand 
idle and watch control of the world’s 
food supply fall into the hands of the 
few, consumers will be the real losers 
in terms of both retail cost and food 
safety. 

So today, almost a century after 
President Teddy Roosevelt used a big 
stick to give livestock producers a 
square deal, we again face a choice be-
tween corporate takeover of agri-
culture and a fight for free enterprise. 
I proudly cast my lot with the free en-
terprise family farm and ranch agri-
culture that has served our country so 
well.∑ 

∑ Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, it gives 
me great pleasure to join my col-
leagues Senator JOHNSON, Senator 
GRASSLEY and Senator KERREY in in-
troducing the ‘‘Rural America Needs 
Competition to Help Every Rancher 
Act of 1999’’ (RANCHER). 

Additional regulation of meat pack-
ing companies has become necessary 
because of a loophole my colleagues 
and I have long been concerned about: 
the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921 
does not clearly and definitively ad-
dress meat packers owning livestock 
for slaughter. This legislation will pro-
hibit meat packing companies from 
owning and feeding livestock, with the 
exception of producer-owned coopera-
tives defined by the majority of owner-
ship interest in the cooperative being 
held by co-cop members that own, feed, 
or control livestock and provide those 
livestock to the co-op. An exemption 
for cooperatives is included as recogni-
tion and reward to those producers who 
have invested the resources necessary 
to enhance their market edge. 

In placing a prohibition on meat 
packing companies, our efforts today 
will be branded as anti-competitive and 
in support of ‘‘big government,’’ versus 
the ‘‘free market.’’ However, our inten-
tions are precisely the opposite—we are 
introducing this legislation with goal 
of restoring competition to our live-
stock markets. In fact, this legislation 
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is long overdue. In recent years, live-
stock markets have become increas-
ingly more concentrated, leaving indi-
vidual producers with fewer options for 
selling their products. 

According to the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA), the four top meat 
packing firms control roughly 80 per-
cent of today’s slaughter market, while 
less than 20 years ago, the top four 
firms controlled only 36 percent of the 
market. Over the last year we have 
watched the on-farm price of commod-
ities plummet, while at the same time, 
retail prices have remained constant or 
even increased. The problem of price 
disparity, I believe is in part, attrib-
utable to growing market concentra-
tion. Since it is evident that market 
concentration exists, this legislation is 
a first step in working to restore fair 
market prices to our producers. 

Mr. President, I am proud to cospon-
sor this legislation—it is an admirable 
initiative that seeks to strengthen fi-
nancial solvency for our family pro-
ducers. I hope our colleagues in the 
Senate will recognize the benefits this 
effort will generate for producers and 
rural communities across the United 
States and will join us in restoring 
true market competition.∑ 

By Mr. WELLSTONE (for him-
self, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DASCHLE, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
JOHNSON, and Mr. LEAHY): 

S. 1739. A bill to impose a morato-
rium on large agribusiness mergers and 
to establish a commission to review 
large agriculture mergers, concentra-
tion, and market power; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

AGRIBUSINESS MERGER MORATORIUM AND 
ANTITRUST REVIEW ACT OF 1999 

∑ Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, over 
the past several years there has been a 
wave of corporate mergers and acquisi-
tions in this country that is of historic 
proportions. Last year the dollar value 
of announced corporate combinations 
in the United States was more than $1.6 
trillion. This exceeded the amount of 
all the mergers in the world the year 
before. 

The big are getting bigger, the small 
are getting trampled, and this has 
large implications for the kind of econ-
omy we are going to have and—more 
importantly—for the kind of nation we 
are going to be. 

This is apparent in rural America, 
where the elephants have been stomp-
ing with a special gusto. Control of the 
nation’s food chain—from production 
and processing to packing and distribu-
tion—has been falling into fewer and 
fewer hands. Over a decade ago, the 
four biggest grain processing compa-
nies in the U.S. accounted for some 40 
percent of the nation’s flour milling. 
Today the figure is 62 percent. About 
three quarters of the wet corn milling 
and soybean crushing are controlled by 
the four biggest firms—and about 80 
percent of the beef. 

This extraordinary concentration of 
economic power has large implications. 
It is draining the economic life out of 
rural America. In 1952 farmers received 
close to half of every retail food dollar. 
Today they get less than a quarter of 
that same dollar. From a pound loaf of 
white bread that costs 87 cents at the 
store, the wheat farmer gets less than 
4 cents. Farmers are working harder 
than ever; but the reward for their toil 
is going to the corporate conglom-
erates, which offer farmers fewer op-
tions for marketing their products 
than at probably any time in this cen-
tury. 

While these corporations are showing 
record profits, farmers are forced to 
sell commodities such as wheat and 
pork, at Depression era prices. Thou-
sands of farmers have gone under, and 
thousands more are barely hanging on. 
Farm auctions have become a grim fea-
ture of the rural landscape today, as 
has suicide. ‘‘Everything is gone, wore 
out or shot, just like me,’’ one Iowa 
farmer said in his suicide note. 

When farmers go, our rural commu-
nities go. We lose the stable social 
structures, the generations of family 
ties, the investment in schools and 
churches, libraries and clinics. Inde-
pendent business people, from imple-
ment dealers to insurance salesmen, go 
belly up. And what do we get for this 
human tragedy and social loss? The 
low prices on the farm have not shown 
up in corresponding decreases at the 
supermarket. The processors and pack-
ers are getting the money instead. 

That’s not the only source of the 
hardship in rural America. But it’s a 
large one. The growing concentration 
of the nation’s food chain into fewer 
corporate hands is something this Con-
gress must address. 

The Clinton Administration deserves 
credit for reviving antitrust enforce-
ment from the dormancy of the pre-
vious administrations. But it is labor-
ing under reduced budgets and a body 
of law that, as interpreted by court de-
cisions, may not be up to the task. 
When the two giants of the grain trade, 
Continental Grain and Cargill, are per-
mitted to merge, then one has to won-
der if the hole in the screen has become 
so big that there’s no screen left. 

That’s why I’m joining with Senator 
WELLSTONE in introducing legislation 
to impose a moratorium on large cor-
porate mergers in the agriculture sec-
tor. The legislation would also create 
an independent commission to advise 
how to change the underlying antitrust 
laws and other federal laws and regula-
tions to ensure a competitive agricul-
tural marketplace and to protect fam-
ily farmers and other family-sized pro-
ducers. 

A moratorium on large corporate ag-
riculture mergers is needed to give 
Congress time to consider these impor-
tant questions and craft a suitable re-
sponse. If we wait it could be too late. 

We won’t be able to advance the for-
tunes of family-based agriculture be-
cause there won’t be much left. 

Specifically, our bill imposes an 18- 
month moratorium on those large cor-
porate mergers in the agriculture in-
dustry that would generally be re-
quired to make a ‘‘Hart-Scott-Rodino″ 
pre-merger filing with the Department 
of Justice. Such filings are triggered by 
a three-part test, one of which is that 
either of the two firms proposed for 
merger or acquisition have $100 million 
or more in net annual sales or assets. 
The Attorney General is granted au-
thority to waive the application of the 
moratorium in ‘‘extraordinary cir-
cumstances’’ such as a merging firm’s 
facing insolvency or similar financial 
distress. 

The legislation also establishes a 12- 
member commission to study the na-
ture and consequences of mergers and 
concentration in America’s agricul-
tural economy. The Commission mem-
bers are appointed by the leaders in the 
Senate and House of Representatives 
after consultation with the Chairmen 
and ranking members of the House and 
Senate Agriculture Committees. After 
completing its study, the Commission 
will submit to the President and Con-
gress a final report that includes its 
findings on consolidation in agri-
culture and recommendations about 
how our antitrust laws and other fed-
eral regulations should be changed to 
protect family-based agriculture, the 
communities they comprise, and the 
food shoppers of the nation. 

The family farmers of this nation are 
facing what could be the end game. The 
distortions and abuses in the agri-
culture marketplace have contributed 
to the loss of thousands of family farm-
ers, and the grim foreboding that hangs 
over much of rural America. 

This does not have to be. No harm 
will come from this moratorium. Agri-
business enterprises will continue to 
see record profits, if the market so per-
mits. Farmers and food shoppers will 
not lose because the record is clear 
that concentration in the food sector 
does not benefit them. Ironically, this 
merger mania means less freedom and 
less choice—in a nation that is sup-
posed to stand for them. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
moratorium, and antitrust review com-
mission, and cast a vote for family- 
based agriculture and the health of 
rural America.∑ 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. KERREY, and Mr. 
DODD): 

S. 1740. A bill to protect consumers 
when private companies offer services 
or products that are provided free of 
charge by the Social Security Adminis-
tration and the Department Of Health 
and Human services; to the Committee 
on Finance. 
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SOCIAL SECURITY CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today I 

am reintroducing legislation I origi-
nally proposed during the 105th Con-
gress, the Social Security Consumer 
Protection Act. Quite simply, this bill 
is designed to protect constituents 
from what has been an all too common 
consumer scam. 

I introduced a similar bill during the 
prior Congress after an investigation 
by my staff found that unsuspecting 
consumers—from new parents to new-
lyweds to senior citizens—were falling 
prey to con artists who charged them 
for services that are available free of 
charge from the Social Security Ad-
ministration (SSA) or the Department 
of Health and Human Services (HHS). 
Many of these schemes involve the use 
of materials and names which pur-
posely mislead consumers into believ-
ing the scam artists are affiliated with 
the government. 

Companies operating under official 
sounding names like Federal Document 
Services, Federal Record Service Cor-
poration, National Records Service, 
and U.S. Document Services are mail-
ing information to thousands of Ameri-
cans, scaring them into remitting a 
free to receive basic government serv-
ices, such as a new Social Security 
number and card for a newborn or 
changing names upon marriage or di-
vorce. 

One of my constituents, Deb Conlee 
of Fort Dodge, received one of these 
mailings. It sounded very official. It 
began, ‘‘Read Carefully: Important 
Facts About your Social Security 
Card.’’ The response envelope is 
stamped ‘‘SSA–7701’’ giving the impres-
sion that it is connected with the SSA. 
The solicitation goes on to say that she 
is required to provide SSA with any 
name change associated with her re-
cent marriage and get a new Social Se-
curity card. It then urges her to send 
the company $14.75 to do this on her be-
half. It includes the alarming state-
ment, ‘‘We urge you to do this imme-
diately to help avoid possible problems 
where your Social Security benefits or 
joint income taxes might be ques-
tioned.’’ 

What the solicitation fails to men-
tion, of course, is that these services 
are provided at no charge by SSA. 

After hearing Ms. Conlee’s story, I 
contacted SSA and asked them to in-
vestigate these complaints. Then SSA 
Commissioner Shirley Chater re-
sponded that the services provided by 
these companies, ‘‘Are completely un-
necessary. Not only do they fail to 
produce any savings of time or effort 
for the customer, they also tend to 
delay issuance of the new Social Secu-
rity card.’’ 

In its investigations, SSA received 
hundreds of complaints involving over 
100 companies. The Postal Inspection 
Service has received hundreds of addi-
tional complaints. The Inspector Gen-

eral of SSA validated many of these 
complaints, including finding repeated 
cases of violations of Federal law. 
While it is already illegal for a com-
pany to imply any direct connection 
with a Federal agency, it is not illegal 
to charge for the very same services 
that are available at no cost to the 
Government. 

The Social Security Consumer Pro-
tection Act addresses this issue in a 
few important ways. First, the bill pro-
hibits charging for services that are 
provided for free by SSA and HHS un-
less the following statement is promi-
nently displayed on the first page of 
the solicitation in bold type, 16-point 
font, ‘‘Important Public Disclosure: 
The product or service described here 
and assistance to obtain the product or 
service is available free of charge from 
the Social Security Administration 
and the Department of Health and 
Human Services. You may wish to 
check the government section of your 
local phone book for the phone number 
of your local Social Security Adminis-
tration or Department of Health and 
Human Services office for help in ob-
taining this service for no charge or 
you may choose to use our service for 
a fee.’’ 

Should a consumer decide to use the 
services of one of these companies, 
they are protected from inappropriate 
use of their personal information. This 
bill prohibits the sale, transfer or use 
of personal information obtained on 
consumers through such a solicitation 
without their consent on a separate au-
thorization form that clearly and 
plainly explains how their personal in-
formation could be used. 

I am joined in introducing this im-
portant consumer legislation by Sen-
ators BRYAN, KERREY, and DODD. 

I am also pleased that the Social Se-
curity Consumer Protection Act enjoys 
the support of such consumer organiza-
tions as the National Committee to 
Preserve Social Security and Medicare 
and the Consumer Federation of Amer-
ica. 

Mr. President, these scams must 
come to an end. Consumers deserve full 
disclosure. This legislation will go a 
long way toward ensuring consumers 
understand their rights when it comes 
to obtaining services from their gov-
ernment. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the Social Security Consumer Pro-
tection Act be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1740 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Social Secu-
rity Consumer Protection Act’’. 

SEC. 2. PROHIBITION OF CHARGING FOR SERV-
ICES OR PRODUCTS THAT ARE PRO-
VIDED WITHOUT CHARGE BY THE 
SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 
OR THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES AND PROHI-
BITION OF SALE, TRANSFER, OR USE 
OF CERTAIN INFORMATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part A of title XI of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting after section 1140 the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 1140A. PROHIBITION OF CHARGING FOR 

SERVICES OR PRODUCTS THAT ARE 
PROVIDED WITHOUT CHARGE BY 
THE SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRA-
TION OR THE DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AND 
PROHIBITION OF SALE, TRANSFER, 
OR USE OF CERTAIN INFORMATION. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), a person shall not offer, for a 
fee, to assist an individual to obtain a prod-
uct or service that the person knows or 
should know is provided for no fee by the So-
cial Security Administration or the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services. 

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION.—A person may offer as-
sistance for a fee if, at the time the offer is 
made, the person provides, to the individual 
receiving the assistance, a written notice on 
the first page of the offer that clearly and 
prominently contains the following phrase 
(printed in bold 16 point type): ‘IMPORTANT 
PUBLIC DISCLOSURE: The product or serv-
ice described here and assistance to obtain 
the product or service is available free of 
charge from the Social Security Administra-
tion or the Department of Health and Human 
Services. You may wish to check the govern-
ment section of your local phone book for 
the phone number of your local Social Secu-
rity Administration or Department of Health 
and Human Services office for help in obtain-
ing this service for no charge or you may 
choose to use our service for a fee.’. 

‘‘(c) SALE, TRANSFER, OR USE OF INFORMA-
TION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except with prior, ex-
press, written authorization from an indi-
vidual, a person obtaining any information 
regarding such individual in connection with 
an offer of assistance under subsection (b) 
shall not— 

‘‘(A) sell or transfer such information; or 
‘‘(B) use such information for a purpose 

other than providing such assistance. 
‘‘(2) REQUIRED FORM OF AUTHORIZATION.—An 

authorization under paragraph (1) shall be 
presented to the individual as a separate doc-
ument, clearly explaining the purpose and 
effect of the authorization and the offer 
under subsection (a) shall not be contingent 
on such authorization. 

‘‘(d) IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner or the 

Secretary (as applicable), pursuant to regu-
lations, may impose a civil monetary pen-
alty against a person for a violation of sub-
section (a) or (c) not to exceed— 

‘‘(A) except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), $5,000; or 

‘‘(B) in the case of a violation consisting of 
a broadcast or telecast, $25,000. 

‘‘(2) VIOLATIONS WITH RESPECT TO INDI-
VIDUAL ITEMS.— 

‘‘(A) OFFER OF SERVICES.—In the case of an 
offer of services consisting of pieces of mail, 
each piece of mail in violation of this section 
shall be a separate violation. 

‘‘(B) USE OF INFORMATION.—In the case of a 
violation of subsection (c), each sale, trans-
fer, or use of information with respect to an 
individual shall be a separate violation. 

‘‘(e) RECOVERY OF PENALTY.— 
‘‘(1) PROCEDURE.—The provisions of section 

1128A (other than subsections (a), (b), (f), (h), 
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(i) (other than paragraph (7)), and (m) and 
the first sentence of subsection (c)) shall 
apply to civil money penalties imposed 
under subsection (d) in the same manner as 
the provisions apply to a penalty or pro-
ceeding under section 1128A(a). 

‘‘(2) COMPROMISE.—Penalties imposed 
against a person under subsection (d) may be 
compromised by the Commissioner or the 
Secretary (as applicable). 

‘‘(3) VENUE.—Penalties imposed against a 
person under subsection (d) may be recovered 
in a civil action in the name of the United 
States brought in the district court of the 
United States for the district in which the 
violation occurred or where the person re-
sides, has its principal office, or may be 
found as determined by the Commissioner or 
the Secretary (as applicable). 

‘‘(4) DEDUCTION OF PENALTY FROM BENE-
FITS.—The amount of a penalty imposed 
under this section may be deducted from any 
sum then or later owing by the United States 
to the person against whom the penalty has 
been imposed. 

‘‘(f) USE OF PENALTY AMOUNTS RECOV-
ERED.— 

‘‘(1) COSTS OF THE OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR 
GENERAL.—Amounts recovered under this 
section shall be made available to the Com-
missioner and the Secretary (as applicable) 
to reimburse costs of the applicable Office of 
the Inspector General related to the enforce-
ment of this section. 

‘‘(2) EXCESS AMOUNTS.—Amounts recovered 
under this section, in excess of the amounts 
needed to reimburse the Commissioner and 
the Secretary under paragraph (1), shall be 
deposited as miscellaneous receipts of the 
Treasury of the United States. 

‘‘(g) ENFORCEMENT.—The provisions of this 
section may be enforced through the Office 
of the Inspector General of the Social Secu-
rity Administration or the Office of the In-
spector General of the Department of Health 
and Human Services (as appropriate).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part A of title XI of the Social 
Security Act is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 1140 the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘Sec. 1140A. Prohibition of charging for serv-
ices or products that are pro-
vided without charge by the So-
cial Security Administration or 
the Department of Health and 
Human Services and prohibi-
tion of sale, transfer, or use of 
certain information.’’. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 20 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 20, a bill to assist the 
States and local governments in assess-
ing and remediating brownfield sites 
and encouraging environmental clean-
up programs, and for other purposes. 

S. 670 
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. GREGG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 670, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide that the exclusion from gross in-
come for foster care payments shall 
also apply to payments by qualifying 
placement agencies, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 863 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 

name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 863, a bill to amend title 
XIX of the Social Security Act to pro-
vide for medicaid coverage of all cer-
tified nurse practitioners and clinical 
nurse specialists. 

S. 909 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 

name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 909, a bill to provide for 
the review and classification of physi-
cian assistant positions in the Federal 
Government, and for other purposes. 

S. 956 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
956, a bill to establish programs regard-
ing early detection, diagnosis, and 
interventions for newborns and infants 
with hearing loss. 

S. 1091 
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 

name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1091, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to porvide 
for the establishment of a pediatric re-
search initiative. 

S. 1263 
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 

name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. THURMOND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1263, a bill to amend the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1997 to limit 
the reductions in medicare payments 
under the prospective payment system 
for hospital outpatient department 
services. 

S. 1419 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from 
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), and the 
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SHELBY) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1419, a 
bill to amend title 36, United States 
Code, to designate May as ‘‘National 
Military Appreciation Month’’. 

S. 1539 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the 

names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) and the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1539, a bill to provide 
for the acquisition, construction, and 
improvement of child care facilities or 
equipment, and for other purposes. 

S. 1592 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER), the Senator from Mary-
land (Ms. MIKULSKI), the Senator from 
Connecticut (Mr. DODD), and the Sen-
ator from Florida (Mr. GRAHAM) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1592, a bill to 
amend the Nicaraguan Adjustment and 
Central American Relief Act to provide 
to certain nationals of El Salvador, 
Guatemala, Honduras, and Haiti an op-

portunity to apply for adjustment of 
status under that Act, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1633 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
LUGAR) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1633, a bill to recognize National Medal 
of Honor sites in California, Indiana, 
and South Carolina. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 34 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. JEFFORDS) was added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 34, a 
joint resolution congratulating and 
commending the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 32 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 32, a concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regard-
ing the guaranteed coverage of chiro-
practic services under the 
Medicare+Choice program. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 59 
At the request of Mr. KYL, his name 

was added as a cosponsor of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 59, a concurrent 
resolution urging the President to ne-
gotiate a new base rights agreement 
with the Government of Panama in 
order for United States Armed Forces 
to be stationed in Panama after De-
cember 31, 1999. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 60—EXPRESSING THE 
SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT A 
COMMEMORATIVE POSTAGE 
STAMP SHOULD BE ISSUED IN 
HONOR OF THE U.S.S. ‘‘WIS-
CONSIN’’ AND ALL THOSE WHO 
SERVED ABOARD HER 
Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and Mr. 

KOHL) submitted the following concur-
rent resolution; which was referred to 
the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs: 

S. CON. RES. 60 

Whereas the Iowa Class Battleship, the 
U.S.S. Wisconsin (BB-64), is an honored war-
ship in United States naval history, with 6 
battle stars and 5 citations and medals dur-
ing her 55 years of service; 

Whereas the U.S.S. Wisconsin was 
launched on December 7, 1943, by the Phila-
delphia Naval Shipyard; sponsored by Mrs. 
Walter S. Goodland, wife of then-Governor 
Goodland of Wisconsin; and commissioned at 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, on April 16, 1944, 
with Captain Earl E. Stone in command; 

Whereas her first action for Admiral Wil-
liam ‘‘Bull’’ Halsey’s Third Fleet was a 
strike by her task force against the Japanese 
facilities in Manila, thereby supporting the 
amphibious assault on the Island of Mindoro, 
which was a vital maneuver in the defeat of 
the Japanese forces in the Philippines; 

Whereas the U.S.S. Wisconsin joined the 
Fifth Fleet to provide strategic cover for the 
assault on Iwo Jima by striking the Tokyo 
area; 
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Whereas the U.S.S. Wisconsin supplied cru-

cial firepower for the invasion of Okinawa; 
Whereas the U.S.S. Wisconsin served as a 

flagship for the Seventh Fleet during the Ko-
rean conflict; 

Whereas the U.S.S. Wisconsin provided 
consistent naval gunfire support during the 
Korean conflict to the First Marine Division, 
the First Republic of Korea Corps, and 
United Nations forces; 

Whereas the U.S.S. Wisconsin received 5 
battle stars for World War II and one for the 
Korean conflict; 

Whereas the U.S.S. Wisconsin returned to 
combat on January 17, 1991; 

Whereas the U.S.S. Wisconsin served as 
Tomahawk strike warfare commander for 
the Persian Gulf, and directed the sequence 
of Tomahawk launches that initiated Oper-
ation Desert Storm; 

Whereas the U.S.S. Wisconsin, decommis-
sioned on September 30, 1991, is berthed at 
Portsmouth, Virginia; and may soon be 
berthed at Nauticus, the National Maritime 
Museum in Norfolk, Virginia, where she 
would serve as a floating monument and an 
educational museum: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that— 

(1) a commemorative postage stamp should 
be issued by the United States Postal Serv-
ice in honor of the U.S.S. Wisconsin and all 
those who served aboard her; and 

(2) the Citizen’s Stamp Advisory Com-
mittee should recommend to the Postmaster 
General that such a postage stamp be issued. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, 
today, I have the distinct honor of sub-
mitting a resolution that commemo-
rates one of the great vessels in our 
naval history and her crew members. I 
am joined by the senior Senator from 
Wisconsin, Mr. KOHL. 

Mr. President, the U.S.S. Wisconsin is 
one of four Iowa-class battleships, the 
largest battleships ever built by the 
Navy. The four vessels, the Wisconsin, 
the Iowa, the New Jersey and the Mis-
souri, served gallantly in every signifi-
cant United States conflict from World 
War II to the Persian Gulf war. 

At 887 feet, the Wisconsin carries a 
108-foot, three-inch beam with a dis-
placement of 45,000 tons. Her armor in-
cludes 9 sixteen-inch guns, 20 five-inch 
guns, 80 40-millimeter guns, and 49 20- 
millimeter guns. The 16-inch guns can 
lob shells roughly the weight of a VW 
Beetle to distances of up to 24 miles. 
The recoil of these might guns was so 
great that the deck had to be built of 
teak wood because steel plating would 
buckle from the stress. She was de-
signed for a crew of 1,921 sailors, but 
she carried as many as 2,700 sailors 
during World War II and the Korean 
war. 

Mr. President, the U.S.S. Wisconsin 
was built in Philadelphia and commis-
sioned on 7 December 1943, exactly 2 
years after the attack on Pearl Harbor. 
From the moment President Roosevelt 
selected the name of the vessel, Wis-
consin citizens took an immediate in-
terest. School children volunteered to 
christen the battleship. Some folks 
even recommended christening the Wis-
consin with water from the Wisconsin 
River, instead of champagne. 

In the summer of 1944, she underwent 
sea trials and training in the Chesa-
peake Bay. On 7 July, the Wisconsin de-
parted from Norfolk, VA, on her way to 
war with the legendary Adm. William 
F. ‘‘Bull’’ Halsey and his 3rd Fleet. As 
U.S. Marines and infantry began their 
island-hopping strategy toward the 
home islands of Japan, Wisconsin sent 
her shells hurling with deadly accuracy 
into the Philippines. And coinciden-
tally enough, the Wisconsin’s first com-
mander, Captain Earl E. Stone, was 
born in Milwaukee and attended the 
city’s public schools and the State uni-
versity before his appointment to the 
Naval Academy. 

The Wisconsin then joined the 5th 
Fleet under another legendary com-
mander, Adm. Raymond Spruance, and 
helped silence Japanese resistance on 
Iwo Jima and Okinawa, and then joined 
in the Battle of Leyte Gulf. Soon there-
after, the U.S.S. Wisconsin became part 
of Fast Carrier Task Force 38. She 
joined in attacks in the Philippine Is-
lands, Saigon, Camranh Bay, Hong 
Kong, Canton, Hainan, and the Japa-
nese home islands. 

After the Japanese surrender, the 
Wisconsin headed home with five battle 
stars to her credit. One amazing fact 
about her World War II service is that 
the Wisconsin didn’t lose one crewman 
or get hit. 

She spent the summer at the Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard where she underwent 
an extensive overhaul. Following a 2- 
year stint as a training ship, she re-
turned to Norfolk and joined the Atlan-
tic Fleet Reserve Fleet for inactiva-
tion. 

By July 1, 1948, she was taken out of 
commission and mothballed. However, 
the Korean war reawakened the Wis-
consin and her sister battleships. She 
departed Norfolk on October 25, 1951, 
bound for the Pacific where she became 
the flagship of the 7th Fleet. When the 
Korean war broke out, future Adm. 
Elmo Zumwalt, Jr., served as the Wis-
consin’s navigator and extolled her 
‘‘versatility, maneuverability, 
strength, and power.’’ During the con-
flict, she covered troop landings; fired 
upon enemy troops, trains, trucks, and 
bridges all along the Korean coastline; 
and attacked important North Korean 
ports in Hungnam, Wonsan, and 
Songjin. In April 1952, she steamed to-
ward Norfolk with another battle star. 

Upon arriving in Norfolk, Wisconsin 
received her second overhaul at the 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard. Following a 
number of peacetime and diplomatic 
voyages showing the flag, she returned 
to Norfolk on June 11, 1954 for a brief 
overhaul before taking her role as a 
training ship. 

On May 6, 1954, she was cruising off 
the Virginia Capes in heavy fog when 
she collided with the destroyer U.S.S. 
Eaton. Wisconsin returned to Norfolk 
with extensive bow damage, and a week 
later found herself back in the Norfolk 

Naval Shipyard. Shipyard workers 
fitted a 120-ton, 68-foot bow section 
from the unfinished Iowa-class battle-
ship Kentucky. Working round-the- 
clock, Wisconsin’s ship’s force and ship-
yard personnel completed the oper-
ation in just 16 days. 

On June 28, 1956, the ship was ready 
for sea. Wisconsin steamed from Nor-
folk five more times before heading for 
Philadelphia and deactivation in 1958. 
She remained on inactive status until 
1986, when she was towed to Ingalls 
Shipbuilding in Pascagoula, Mis-
sissippi. In 1988, the U.S.S. Wisconsin 
was re-commissioned for a third time. 

In 1991, she led the Navy’s surface at-
tack on Iraq during the Gulf war with 
the first-ever use of cruise missiles in 
battle. 

Now, Mr. President, she is decommis-
sioned and will soon be berthed at 
Nauticus, the National Maritime Mu-
seum in Norfolk, VA, where she will 
serve as a floating monument and an 
educational museum. I wish she had 
found her final port in the great State 
of Wisconsin, but getting her there 
simply isn’t possible—she’s just too 
big. 

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues 
will help me and the senior Senator 
from Wisconsin honor this great ship 
with a commemorative stamp. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 204—DESIG-
NATING THE WEEK BEGINNING 
NOVEMBER 21, 1999, AND THE 
WEEK BEGINNING ON NOVEMBER 
19, 2000, AS ‘‘NATIONAL FAMILY 
WEEK’’, AND FOR OTHER PUR-
POSES 
Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. ABRA-

HAM, Mr. BAYH, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. BYRD, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
HAGEL, Mr. HELMS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. LUGAR, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
REID, Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. THURMOND, and 
Mr. WYDEN) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 204 
Whereas the family is the basic strength of 

any free and orderly society; 
Whereas it is in the family that America’s 

youth are nurtured and taught the values 
vital to success and happiness in life: respect 
for others, honesty, service, hard work, loy-
alty, love, and others; 

Whereas the family provides the support 
necessary for people to pursue their goals; 

Whereas it is appropriate to honor the fam-
ily unit as essential to the continued well- 
being of the United States; 

Whereas it is fitting that official recogni-
tion be given to the importance of family 
loyalties and ties: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate designates the 
week beginning on November 21, 1999 and the 
week beginning on November 19, 2000, as 
‘‘National Family Week’’. The Senate re-
quests the President to issue a proclamation 
calling on the people of the United States to 
observe each week with appropriate cere-
monies and activities. 
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Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 

pleased today to submit a resolution 
designating the week beginning on No-
vember 21, 1999, and the week begin-
ning on November 19, 2000, as ‘‘National 
Family Week.’’ Such a resolution has 
been passed in every Congress since 
1976, and I am proud to support this 
tradition of honoring America’s fami-
lies. 

The family is the backbone of our 
free nation and vital to the prosperity 
of the United States. We have all seen 
and, hopefully, have felt the tremen-
dous impact a supportive family makes 
in the life of an individual. A strong 
family nurtures and teaches children 
the values they need to be successful in 
this world: hard work, honesty, loyalty 
and respect for others. 

National Family Week is the week 
that includes Thanksgiving in both 
1999 and 2000. This is a very fitting 
time to celebrate the institution that 
brings us together with those we love. 

This resolution will officially recog-
nize the great significance of the fam-
ily in our society and encourages 
states and communities to emphasize 
the importance of the family with ap-
propriate activities, celebrations, and 
ceremonies. 

I hope my distinguished colleagues 
will join me in support of this resolu-
tion. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM 
ACT OF 1999 

DASCHLE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2298 

Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
REED, and Mr. KERRY) proposed an 
amendment to the bill (S. 1593) to 
amend the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 to provide bipartisan cam-
paign reform; as follows: 

Strike all after the first word and insert 
the following: 
1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Bipartisan Campaign Finance Reform 
Act of 1999’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I—REDUCTION OF SPECIAL 
INTEREST INFLUENCE 

Sec. 101. Soft money of political parties. 
Sec. 102. Increased contribution limits for 

State committees of political 
parties and aggregate contribu-
tion limit for individuals. 

Sec. 103. Reporting requirements. 
TITLE II—INDEPENDENT AND 

COORDINATED EXPENDITURES 
Sec. 201. Definitions. 
Sec. 202. Express advocacy determined with-

out regard to background 
music. 

Sec. 203. Civil penalty. 
Sec. 204. Reporting requirements for certain 

independent expenditures. 
Sec. 205. Independent versus coordinated ex-

penditures by party. 
Sec. 206. Coordination with candidates. 

TITLE III—DISCLOSURE 
Sec. 301. Filing of reports using computers 

and facsimile machines. 
Sec. 302. Prohibition of deposit of contribu-

tions with incomplete contrib-
utor information. 

Sec. 303. Audits. 
Sec. 304. Reporting requirements for con-

tributions of $50 or more. 
Sec. 305. Use of candidates’ names. 
Sec. 306. Prohibition of false representation 

to solicit contributions. 
Sec. 307. Soft money of persons other than 

political parties. 
Sec. 308. Campaign advertising. 

TITLE IV—PERSONAL WEALTH OPTION 
Sec. 401. Voluntary personal funds expendi-

ture limit. 
Sec. 402. Political party committee coordi-

nated expenditures. 
TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec. 501. Codification of Beck decision. 
Sec. 502. Use of contributed amounts for cer-

tain purposes. 
Sec. 503. Limit on congressional use of the 

franking privilege. 
Sec. 504. Prohibition of fundraising on Fed-

eral property. 
Sec. 505. Penalties for violations. 
Sec. 506. Strengthening foreign money ban. 
Sec. 507. Prohibition of contributions by mi-

nors. 
Sec. 508. Expedited procedures. 
Sec. 509. Initiation of enforcement pro-

ceeding. 
Sec. 510. Protecting equal participation of 

eligible voters in campaigns 
and elections. 

Sec. 511. Penalty for violation of prohibition 
against foreign contributions. 

Sec. 512. Expedited court review of certain 
alleged violations of Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971. 

Sec. 513. Conspiracy to violate presidential 
campaign spending limits. 

Sec. 514. Deposit of certain contributions 
and donations in Treasury ac-
count. 

Sec. 515. Establishment of a clearinghouse of 
information on political activi-
ties within the Federal Election 
Commission. 

Sec. 516. Enforcement of spending limit on 
presidential and vice presi-
dential candidates who receive 
public financing. 

Sec. 517. Clarification of right of nationals 
of the United States to make 
political contributions. 

TITLE VI—INDEPENDENT COMMISSION 
ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 

Sec. 601. Establishment and purpose of Com-
mission. 

Sec. 602. Membership of Commission. 
Sec. 603. Powers of Commission. 
Sec. 604. Administrative provisions. 
Sec. 605. Report and recommended legisla-

tion. 
Sec. 606. Expedited congressional consider-

ation of legislation. 
Sec. 607. Termination. 
Sec. 608. Authorization of appropriations. 
TITLE VII—PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE 

HOUSE MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS 
FOR POLITICAL FUNDRAISING 

Sec. 701. Prohibiting use of White House 
meals and accommodations for 
political fundraising. 

TITLE VIII—SENSE OF THE CONGRESS 
REGARDING FUNDRAISING ON FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 

Sec. 801. Sense of the Congress regarding ap-
plicability of controlling legal 
authority to fundraising on 
Federal government property. 

TITLE IX—PROHIBITING SOLICITATION 
TO OBTAIN ACCESS TO CERTAIN FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 

Sec. 901. Prohibition against acceptance or 
solicitation to obtain access to 
certain Federal government 
property. 

TITLE X—REIMBURSEMENT FOR USE OF 
GOVERNMENT PROPERTY FOR CAM-
PAIGN ACTIVITY 

Sec. 1001. Requiring national parties to re-
imburse at cost for use of Air 
Force One for political fund-
raising. 

TITLE XI—PROHIBITING USE OF 
WALKING AROUND MONEY 

Sec. 1101. Prohibiting campaigns from pro-
viding currency to individuals 
for purposes of encouraging 
turnout on date of election. 

TITLE XII—ENHANCING ENFORCEMENT 
OF CAMPAIGN LAW 

Sec. 1201. Enhancing enforcement of cam-
paign finance law. 

TITLE XIII—BAN ON COORDINATED SOFT 
MONEY ACTIVITIES BY PRESIDENTIAL 
CANDIDATES 

Sec. 1301. Ban on coordination of soft money 
for issue advocacy by presi-
dential candidates receiving 
public financing. 

TITLE XIV—POSTING NAMES OF CER-
TAIN AIR FORCE ONE PASSENGERS ON 
INTERNET 

Sec. 1401. Requirement that names of pas-
sengers on Air Force One and 
Air Force Two be made avail-
able through the Internet. 

TITLE XV—EXPULSION PROCEEDINGS 
FOR HOUSE MEMBERS RECEIVING FOR-
EIGN CONTRIBUTIONS 

Sec. 1501. Permitting consideration of privi-
leged motion to expel House 
member accepting illegal for-
eign contribution. 

TITLE XVI—SEVERABILITY; CONSTITU-
TIONALITY; EFFECTIVE DATE; REGU-
LATIONS 

Sec. 1601. Severability. 
Sec. 1602. Review of constitutional issues. 
Sec. 1603. Effective date. 
Sec. 1604. Regulations. 

TITLE I—REDUCTION OF SPECIAL 
INTEREST INFLUENCE 

SEC. 101. SOFT MONEY OF POLITICAL PARTIES. 
Title III of the Federal Election Campaign 

Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion: 

‘‘SOFT MONEY OF POLITICAL PARTIES 
‘‘SEC. 323. (a) NATIONAL COMMITTEES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A national committee of 

a political party (including a national con-
gressional campaign committee of a political 
party) and any officers or agents of such 
party committees, shall not solicit, receive, 
or direct to another person a contribution, 
donation, or transfer of funds, or spend any 
funds, that are not subject to the limita-
tions, prohibitions, and reporting require-
ments of this Act. 

‘‘(2) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall 
apply to an entity that is directly or indi-
rectly established, financed, maintained, or 
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controlled by a national committee of a po-
litical party (including a national congres-
sional campaign committee of a political 
party), or an entity acting on behalf of a na-
tional committee, and an officer or agent 
acting on behalf of any such committee or 
entity. 

‘‘(b) STATE, DISTRICT, AND LOCAL COMMIT-
TEES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An amount that is ex-
pended or disbursed by a State, district, or 
local committee of a political party (includ-
ing an entity that is directly or indirectly 
established, financed, maintained, or con-
trolled by a State, district, or local com-
mittee of a political party and an officer or 
agent acting on behalf of such committee or 
entity) for Federal election activity shall be 
made from funds subject to the limitations, 
prohibitions, and reporting requirements of 
this Act. 

‘‘(2) FEDERAL ELECTION ACTIVITY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘Federal elec-

tion activity’ means— 
‘‘(i) voter registration activity during the 

period that begins on the date that is 120 
days before the date a regularly scheduled 
Federal election is held and ends on the date 
of the election; 

‘‘(ii) voter identification, get-out-the-vote 
activity, or generic campaign activity con-
ducted in connection with an election in 
which a candidate for Federal office appears 
on the ballot (regardless of whether a can-
didate for State or local office also appears 
on the ballot); and 

‘‘(iii) a communication that refers to a 
clearly identified candidate for Federal of-
fice (regardless of whether a candidate for 
State or local office is also mentioned or 
identified) and is made for the purpose of in-
fluencing a Federal election (regardless of 
whether the communication is express advo-
cacy). 

‘‘(B) EXCLUDED ACTIVITY.—The term ‘Fed-
eral election activity’ does not include an 
amount expended or disbursed by a State, 
district, or local committee of a political 
party for— 

‘‘(i) campaign activity conducted solely on 
behalf of a clearly identified candidate for 
State or local office, provided the campaign 
activity is not a Federal election activity de-
scribed in subparagraph (A); 

‘‘(ii) a contribution to a candidate for 
State or local office, provided the contribu-
tion is not designated or used to pay for a 
Federal election activity described in sub-
paragraph (A); 

‘‘(iii) the costs of a State, district, or local 
political convention; 

‘‘(iv) the costs of grassroots campaign ma-
terials, including buttons, bumper stickers, 
and yard signs, that name or depict only a 
candidate for State or local office; 

‘‘(v) the non-Federal share of a State, dis-
trict, or local party committee’s administra-
tive and overhead expenses (but not includ-
ing the compensation in any month of an in-
dividual who spends more than 20 percent of 
the individual’s time on Federal election ac-
tivity) as determined by a regulation pro-
mulgated by the Commission to determine 
the non-Federal share of a State, district, or 
local party committee’s administrative and 
overhead expenses; and 

‘‘(vi) the cost of constructing or pur-
chasing an office facility or equipment for a 
State, district or local committee. 

‘‘(c) FUNDRAISING COSTS.—An amount spent 
by a national, State, district, or local com-
mittee of a political party, by an entity that 
is established, financed, maintained, or con-
trolled by a national, State, district, or local 

committee of a political party, or by an 
agent or officer of any such committee or en-
tity, to raise funds that are used, in whole or 
in part, to pay the costs of a Federal election 
activity shall be made from funds subject to 
the limitations, prohibitions, and reporting 
requirements of this Act. 

‘‘(d) TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS.—A na-
tional, State, district, or local committee of 
a political party (including a national con-
gressional campaign committee of a political 
party), an entity that is directly or indi-
rectly established, financed, maintained, or 
controlled by any such national, State, dis-
trict, or local committee or its agent, and an 
officer or agent acting on behalf of any such 
party committee or entity, shall not solicit 
any funds for, or make or direct any dona-
tions to, an organization that is described in 
section 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 and exempt from taxation under sec-
tion 501(a) of such Code (or has submitted an 
application to the Commissioner of the In-
ternal Revenue Service for determination of 
tax-exemption under such section). 

‘‘(e) CANDIDATES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A candidate, individual 

holding Federal office, agent of a candidate 
or individual holding Federal office, or an 
entity directly or indirectly established, fi-
nanced, maintained or controlled by or act-
ing on behalf of one or more candidates or 
individuals holding Federal office, shall 
not— 

‘‘(A) solicit, receive, direct, transfer, or 
spend funds in connection with an election 
for Federal office, including funds for any 
Federal election activity, unless the funds 
are subject to the limitations, prohibitions, 
and reporting requirements of this Act; or 

‘‘(B) solicit, receive, direct, transfer, or 
spend funds in connection with any election 
other than an election for Federal office or 
disburse funds in connection with such an 
election unless the funds— 

‘‘(i) are not in excess of the amounts per-
mitted with respect to contributions to can-
didates and political committees under para-
graphs (1) and (2) of section 315(a); and 

‘‘(ii) are not from sources prohibited by 
this Act from making contributions with re-
spect to an election for Federal office. 

‘‘(2) STATE LAW.—Paragraph (1) does not 
apply to the solicitation, receipt, or spending 
of funds by an individual who is a candidate 
for a State or local office in connection with 
such election for State or local office if the 
solicitation, receipt, or spending of funds is 
permitted under State law for any activity 
other than a Federal election activity. 

‘‘(3) FUNDRAISING EVENTS.—Notwith-
standing paragraph (1), a candidate may at-
tend, speak, or be a featured guest at a fund-
raising event for a State, district, or local 
committee of a political party.’’. 
SEC. 102. INCREASED CONTRIBUTION LIMITS FOR 

STATE COMMITTEES OF POLITICAL 
PARTIES AND AGGREGATE CON-
TRIBUTION LIMIT FOR INDIVIDUALS. 

(a) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT FOR STATE COMMIT-
TEES OF POLITICAL PARTIES.—Section 
315(a)(1) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (C)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘(other than a committee 

described in subparagraph (D))’’ after ‘‘com-
mittee’’; and 

(B) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) to a political committee established 

and maintained by a State committee of a 

political party in any calendar year that, in 
the aggregate, exceed $10,000’’. 

(b) AGGREGATE CONTRIBUTION LIMIT FOR IN-
DIVIDUAL.—Section 315(a)(3) of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
441a(a)(3)) is amended by striking ‘‘$25,000’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$30,000’’. 
SEC. 103. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 304 
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 
(2 U.S.C. 434) (as amended by section 204) is 
amended by inserting after subsection (d) the 
following: 

‘‘(e) POLITICAL COMMITTEES.— 
‘‘(1) NATIONAL AND CONGRESSIONAL POLIT-

ICAL COMMITTEES.—The national committee 
of a political party, any national congres-
sional campaign committee of a political 
party, and any subordinate committee of ei-
ther, shall report all receipts and disburse-
ments during the reporting period. 

‘‘(2) OTHER POLITICAL COMMITTEES TO WHICH 
SECTION 323 APPLIES.—In addition to any 
other reporting requirements applicable 
under this Act, a political committee (not 
described in paragraph (1)) to which section 
323(b)(1) applies shall report all receipts and 
disbursements made for activities described 
in paragraphs (2)(A) and (2)(B)(v) of section 
323(b). 

‘‘(3) ITEMIZATION.—If a political committee 
has receipts or disbursements to which this 
subsection applies from any person aggre-
gating in excess of $200 for any calendar 
year, the political committee shall sepa-
rately itemize its reporting for such person 
in the same manner as required in para-
graphs (3)(A), (5), and (6) of subsection (b). 

‘‘(4) REPORTING PERIODS.—Reports required 
to be filed under this subsection shall be 
filed for the same time periods required for 
political committees under subsection (a).’’. 

(b) BUILDING FUND EXCEPTION TO THE DEFI-
NITION OF CONTRIBUTION.—Section 301(8)(B) of 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 431(8)(B)) is amended— 

(1) by striking clause (viii); and 
(2) by redesignating clauses (ix) through 

(xiv) as clauses (viii) through (xiii), respec-
tively. 

TITLE II—INDEPENDENT AND 
COORDINATED EXPENDITURES 

SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS. 
(a) DEFINITION OF INDEPENDENT EXPENDI-

TURE.—Section 301 of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act (2 U.S.C. 431) is amended by 
striking paragraph (17) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(17) INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘independent 

expenditure’ means an expenditure by a per-
son— 

‘‘(i) for a communication that is express 
advocacy; and 

‘‘(ii) that is not coordinated activity or is 
not provided in coordination with a can-
didate or a candidate’s agent or a person who 
is coordinating with a candidate or a can-
didate’s agent.’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF EXPRESS ADVOCACY.— 
Section 301 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(20) EXPRESS ADVOCACY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘express advo-

cacy’ means a communication that advo-
cates the election or defeat of a candidate 
by— 

‘‘(i) containing a phrase such as ‘vote for’, 
‘re-elect’, ‘support’, ‘cast your ballot for’, 
‘(name of candidate) for Congress’, ‘(name of 
candidate) in 1997’, ‘vote against’, ‘defeat’, 
‘reject’, or a campaign slogan or words that 
in context can have no reasonable meaning 
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other than to advocate the election or defeat 
of one or more clearly identified candidates; 

‘‘(ii) referring to one or more clearly iden-
tified candidates in a paid advertisement 
that is transmitted through radio or tele-
vision within 60 calendar days preceding the 
date of an election of the candidate and that 
appears in the State in which the election is 
occurring, except that with respect to a can-
didate for the office of Vice President or 
President, the time period is within 60 cal-
endar days preceding the date of a general 
election; or 

‘‘(iii) expressing unmistakable and unam-
biguous support for or opposition to one or 
more clearly identified candidates when 
taken as a whole and with limited reference 
to external events, such as proximity to an 
election. 

‘‘(B) VOTING RECORD AND VOTING GUIDE EX-
CEPTION.—The term ‘express advocacy’ does 
not include a communication which is in 
printed form or posted on the Internet that— 

‘‘(i) presents information solely about the 
voting record or position on a campaign 
issue of one or more candidates (including 
any statement by the sponsor of the voting 
record or voting guide of its agreement or 
disagreement with the record or position of a 
candidate), so long as the voting record or 
voting guide when taken as a whole does not 
express unmistakable and unambiguous sup-
port for or opposition to one or more clearly 
identified candidates; 

‘‘(ii) is not coordinated activity or is not 
made in coordination with a candidate, po-
litical party, or agent of the candidate or 
party, or a candidate’s agent or a person who 
is coordinating with a candidate or a can-
didate’s agent, except that nothing in this 
clause may be construed to prevent the spon-
sor of the voting guide from directing ques-
tions in writing to a candidate about the 
candidate’s position on issues for purposes of 
preparing a voter guide or to prevent the 
candidate from responding in writing to such 
questions; and 

‘‘(iii) does not contain a phrase such as 
‘vote for’, ‘re-elect’, ‘support’, ‘cast your bal-
lot for’, ‘(name of candidate) for Congress’, 
‘(name of candidate) in (year)’, ‘vote 
against’, ‘defeat’, or ‘reject’, or a campaign 
slogan or words that in context can have no 
reasonable meaning other than to urge the 
election or defeat of one or more clearly 
identified candidates.’’. 

(c) DEFINITION OF EXPENDITURE.—Section 
301(9)(A) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431(9)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) a payment made by a political com-

mittee for a communication that— 
‘‘(I) refers to a clearly identified candidate; 

and 
‘‘(II) is for the purpose of influencing a 

Federal election (regardless of whether the 
communication is express advocacy).’’. 
SEC. 202. EXPRESS ADVOCACY DETERMINED 

WITHOUT REGARD TO BACKGROUND 
MUSIC. 

Section 301(20) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431(20)), as 
added by section 201(b), is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) BACKGROUND MUSIC.—In determining 
whether any communication by television or 
radio broadcast constitutes express advocacy 
for purposes of this Act, there shall not be 
taken into account any background music 
not including lyrics used in such broad-
cast.’’. 

SEC. 203. CIVIL PENALTY. 
Section 309 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g) is amended— 
(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (4)(A)— 
(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘clause (ii)’’ 

and inserting ‘‘clauses (ii) and (iii)’’; and 
(ii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) If the Commission determines by an 

affirmative vote of 4 of its members that 
there is probable cause to believe that a per-
son has made a knowing and willful violation 
of section 304(c), the Commission shall not 
enter into a conciliation agreement under 
this paragraph and may institute a civil ac-
tion for relief under paragraph (6)(A).’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (6)(B), by inserting ‘‘(ex-
cept an action instituted in connection with 
a knowing and willful violation of section 
304(c))’’ after ‘‘subparagraph (A)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (d)(1)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘Any 

person’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in 
subparagraph (D), any person’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) In the case of a knowing and willful 

violation of section 304(c) that involves the 
reporting of an independent expenditure, the 
violation shall not be subject to this sub-
section.’’. 
SEC. 204. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR CER-

TAIN INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES. 
Section 304 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434) is amended— 
(1) in subsection (c)(2), by striking the un-

designated matter after subparagraph (C); 
(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) of sub-

section (c) as subsection (f); and 
(3) by inserting after subsection (c)(2) (as 

amended by paragraph (1)) the following: 
‘‘(d) TIME FOR REPORTING CERTAIN EXPEND-

ITURES.— 
‘‘(1) EXPENDITURES AGGREGATING $1,000.— 
‘‘(A) INITIAL REPORT.—A person (including 

a political committee) that makes or con-
tracts to make independent expenditures ag-
gregating $1,000 or more after the 20th day, 
but more than 24 hours, before the date of an 
election shall file a report describing the ex-
penditures within 24 hours after that amount 
of independent expenditures has been made. 

‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL REPORTS.—After a person 
files a report under subparagraph (A), the 
person shall file an additional report within 
24 hours after each time the person makes or 
contracts to make independent expenditures 
aggregating an additional $1,000 with respect 
to the same election as that to which the ini-
tial report relates. 

‘‘(2) EXPENDITURES AGGREGATING $10,000.— 
‘‘(A) INITIAL REPORT.—A person (including 

a political committee) that makes or con-
tracts to make independent expenditures ag-
gregating $10,000 or more at any time up to 
and including the 20th day before the date of 
an election shall file a report describing the 
expenditures within 48 hours after that 
amount of independent expenditures has 
been made. 

‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL REPORTS.—After a person 
files a report under subparagraph (A), the 
person shall file an additional report within 
48 hours after each time the person makes or 
contracts to make independent expenditures 
aggregating an additional $10,000 with re-
spect to the same election as that to which 
the initial report relates. 

‘‘(3) PLACE OF FILING; CONTENTS.—A report 
under this subsection— 

‘‘(A) shall be filed with the Commission; 
and 

‘‘(B) shall contain the information required 
by subsection (b)(6)(B)(iii), including the 
name of each candidate whom an expendi-
ture is intended to support or oppose.’’. 

SEC. 205. INDEPENDENT VERSUS COORDINATED 
EXPENDITURES BY PARTY. 

Section 315(d) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(d)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and (3)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘, (3), and (4)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) INDEPENDENT VERSUS COORDINATED EX-

PENDITURES BY PARTY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—On or after the date on 

which a political party nominates a can-
didate, a committee of the political party 
shall not make both expenditures under this 
subsection and independent expenditures (as 
defined in section 301(17)) with respect to the 
candidate during the election cycle. 

‘‘(B) CERTIFICATION.—Before making a co-
ordinated expenditure under this subsection 
with respect to a candidate, a committee of 
a political party shall file with the Commis-
sion a certification, signed by the treasurer 
of the committee, that the committee has 
not and shall not make any independent ex-
penditure with respect to the candidate dur-
ing the same election cycle. 

‘‘(C) APPLICATION.—For the purposes of 
this paragraph, all political committees es-
tablished and maintained by a national po-
litical party (including all congressional 
campaign committees) and all political com-
mittees established and maintained by a 
State political party (including any subordi-
nate committee of a State committee) shall 
be considered to be a single political com-
mittee. 

‘‘(D) TRANSFERS.—A committee of a polit-
ical party that submits a certification under 
subparagraph (B) with respect to a candidate 
shall not, during an election cycle, transfer 
any funds to, assign authority to make co-
ordinated expenditures under this subsection 
to, or receive a transfer of funds from, a 
committee of the political party that has 
made or intends to make an independent ex-
penditure with respect to the candidate.’’. 

SEC. 206. COORDINATION WITH CANDIDATES. 

(a) DEFINITION OF COORDINATION WITH CAN-
DIDATES.— 

(1) SECTION 301(8).—Section 301(8) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
431(8)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause (i); 
(ii) by striking the period at the end of 

clause (ii) and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 
(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) coordinated activity (as defined in 

subparagraph (C)).’’; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(C) ‘Coordinated activity’ means anything 

of value provided by a person in coordination 
with a candidate, an agent of the candidate, 
or the political party of the candidate or its 
agent for the purpose of influencing a Fed-
eral election (regardless of whether the value 
being provided is a communication that is 
express advocacy) in which such candidate 
seeks nomination or election to Federal of-
fice, and includes any of the following: 

‘‘(i) A payment made by a person in co-
operation, consultation, or concert with, at 
the request or suggestion of, or pursuant to 
any general or particular understanding with 
a candidate, the candidate’s authorized com-
mittee, the political party of the candidate, 
or an agent acting on behalf of a candidate, 
authorized committee, or the political party 
of the candidate. 

‘‘(ii) A payment made by a person for the 
production, dissemination, distribution, or 
republication, in whole or in part, of any 
broadcast or any written, graphic, or other 
form of campaign material prepared by a 
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candidate, a candidate’s authorized com-
mittee, or an agent of a candidate or author-
ized committee (not including a communica-
tion described in paragraph (9)(B)(i) or a 
communication that expressly advocates the 
candidate’s defeat). 

‘‘(iii) A payment made by a person based 
on information about a candidate’s plans, 
projects, or needs provided to the person 
making the payment by the candidate or the 
candidate’s agent who provides the informa-
tion with the intent that the payment be 
made. 

‘‘(iv) A payment made by a person if, in the 
same election cycle in which the payment is 
made, the person making the payment is 
serving or has served as a member, em-
ployee, fundraiser, or agent of the can-
didate’s authorized committee in an execu-
tive or policymaking position. 

‘‘(v) A payment made by a person if the 
person making the payment has served in 
any formal policy making or advisory posi-
tion with the candidate’s campaign or has 
participated in formal strategic or formal 
policymaking discussions (other than any 
discussion treated as a lobbying contact 
under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 in 
the case of a candidate holding Federal office 
or as a similar lobbying activity in the case 
of a candidate holding State or other elec-
tive office) with the candidate’s campaign 
relating to the candidate’s pursuit of nomi-
nation for election, or election, to Federal 
office, in the same election cycle as the elec-
tion cycle in which the payment is made. 

‘‘(vi) A payment made by a person if, in the 
same election cycle, the person making the 
payment retains the professional services of 
any person that has provided or is providing 
campaign-related services in the same elec-
tion cycle to a candidate (including services 
provided through a political committee of 
the candidate’s political party) in connec-
tion with the candidate’s pursuit of nomina-
tion for election, or election, to Federal of-
fice, including services relating to the can-
didate’s decision to seek Federal office, and 
the person retained is retained to work on 
activities relating to that candidate’s cam-
paign. 

‘‘(vii) A payment made by a person who 
has directly participated in fundraising ac-
tivities with the candidate or in the solicita-
tion or receipt of contributions on behalf of 
the candidate. 

‘‘(viii) A payment made by a person who 
has communicated with the candidate or an 
agent of the candidate (including a commu-
nication through a political committee of 
the candidate’s political party) after the dec-
laration of candidacy (including a pollster, 
media consultant, vendor, advisor, or staff 
member acting on behalf of the candidate), 
about advertising message, allocation of re-
sources, fundraising, or other campaign mat-
ters related to the candidate’s campaign, in-
cluding campaign operations, staffing, tac-
tics, or strategy. 

‘‘(ix) The provision of in-kind professional 
services or polling data (including services 
or data provided through a political com-
mittee of the candidate’s political party) to 
the candidate or candidate’s agent. 

‘‘(x) A payment made by a person who has 
engaged in a coordinated activity with a can-
didate described in clauses (i) through (ix) 
for a communication that clearly refers to 
the candidate or the candidate’s opponent 
and is for the purpose of influencing that 
candidates’s election (regardless of whether 
the communication is express advocacy). 

‘‘(D) For purposes of subparagraph (C), the 
term ‘professional services’ means polling, 

media advice, fundraising, campaign re-
search or direct mail (except for mailhouse 
services solely for the distribution of voter 
guides as defined in section 431(20)(B)) serv-
ices in support of a candidate’s pursuit of 
nomination for election, or election, to Fed-
eral office. 

‘‘(E) For purposes of subparagraph (C), all 
political committees established and main-
tained by a national political party (includ-
ing all congressional campaign committees) 
and all political committees established and 
maintained by a State political party (in-
cluding any subordinate committee of a 
State committee) shall be considered to be a 
single political committee.’’. 

(2) SECTION 315(a)(7).—Section 315(a)(7) (2 
U.S.C. 441a(a)(7)) is amended by striking sub-
paragraph (B) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(B) a coordinated activity, as described in 
section 301(8)(C), shall be considered to be a 
contribution to the candidate, and in the 
case of a limitation on expenditures, shall be 
treated as an expenditure by the candidate. 

(b) MEANING OF CONTRIBUTION OR EXPENDI-
TURE FOR THE PURPOSES OF SECTION 316.— 
Section 316(b)(2) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441b(b)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘shall include’’ and in-
serting ‘‘includes a contribution or expendi-
ture, as those terms are defined in section 
301, and also includes’’. 

TITLE III—DISCLOSURE 
SEC. 301. FILING OF REPORTS USING COM-

PUTERS AND FACSIMILE MACHINES. 
Section 304(a) of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)) is amended 
by striking paragraph (11) and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(11)(A) The Commission shall promulgate 
a regulation under which a person required 
to file a designation, statement, or report 
under this Act— 

‘‘(i) is required to maintain and file a des-
ignation, statement, or report for any cal-
endar year in electronic form accessible by 
computers if the person has, or has reason to 
expect to have, aggregate contributions or 
expenditures in excess of a threshold amount 
determined by the Commission; and 

‘‘(ii) may maintain and file a designation, 
statement, or report in electronic form or an 
alternative form, including the use of a fac-
simile machine, if not required to do so 
under the regulation promulgated under 
clause (i). 

‘‘(B) The Commission shall make a des-
ignation, statement, report, or notification 
that is filed electronically with the Commis-
sion accessible to the public on the Internet 
not later than 24 hours after the designation, 
statement, report, or notification is received 
by the Commission. 

‘‘(C) In promulgating a regulation under 
this paragraph, the Commission shall pro-
vide methods (other than requiring a signa-
ture on the document being filed) for 
verifying designations, statements, and re-
ports covered by the regulation. Any docu-
ment verified under any of the methods shall 
be treated for all purposes (including pen-
alties for perjury) in the same manner as a 
document verified by signature.’’. 
SEC. 302. PROHIBITION OF DEPOSIT OF CON-

TRIBUTIONS WITH INCOMPLETE 
CONTRIBUTOR INFORMATION. 

Section 302 of Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 432) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(j) DEPOSIT OF CONTRIBUTIONS.—The treas-
urer of a candidate’s authorized committee 
shall not deposit, except in an escrow ac-
count, or otherwise negotiate a contribution 
from a person who makes an aggregate 

amount of contributions in excess of $200 
during a calendar year unless the treasurer 
verifies that the information required by 
this section with respect to the contributor 
is complete.’’. 
SEC. 303. AUDITS. 

(a) RANDOM AUDITS.—Section 311(b) of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 438(b)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—’’ before 
‘‘The Commission’’; 

(2) by moving the text 2 ems to the right; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) RANDOM AUDITS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-

graph (1), the Commission may conduct ran-
dom audits and investigations to ensure vol-
untary compliance with this Act. The selec-
tion of any candidate for a random audit or 
investigation shall be based on criteria 
adopted by a vote of at least four members of 
the Commission. 

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—The Commission shall 
not conduct an audit or investigation of a 
candidate’s authorized committee under sub-
paragraph (A) until the candidate is no 
longer a candidate for the office sought by 
the candidate in an election cycle. 

‘‘(C) APPLICABILITY.—This paragraph does 
not apply to an authorized committee of a 
candidate for President or Vice President 
subject to audit under section 9007 or 9038 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.’’. 

(b) EXTENSION OF PERIOD DURING WHICH 
CAMPAIGN AUDITS MAY BE BEGUN.—Section 
311(b) of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 438(b)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘6 months’’ and inserting ‘‘12 months’’. 
SEC. 304. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR CON-

TRIBUTIONS OF $50 OR MORE. 
Section 304(b)(3)(A) of the Federal Election 

Campaign Act at 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(b)(3)(A) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$200’’ and inserting ‘‘$50’’; 
and 

(2) by striking the semicolon and inserting 
‘‘, except that in the case of a person who 
makes contributions aggregating at least $50 
but not more than $200 during the calendar 
year, the identification need include only 
the name and address of the person;’’. 
SEC. 305. USE OF CANDIDATES’ NAMES. 

Section 302(e) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 432(e)) is amended 
by striking paragraph (4) and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(4)(A) The name of each authorized com-
mittee shall include the name of the can-
didate who authorized the committee under 
paragraph (1). 

‘‘(B) A political committee that is not an 
authorized committee shall not— 

‘‘(i) include the name of any candidate in 
its name; or 

‘‘(ii) except in the case of a national, State, 
or local party committee, use the name of 
any candidate in any activity on behalf of 
the committee in such a context as to sug-
gest that the committee is an authorized 
committee of the candidate or that the use 
of the candidate’s name has been authorized 
by the candidate.’’. 
SEC. 306. PROHIBITION OF FALSE REPRESENTA-

TION TO SOLICIT CONTRIBUTIONS. 
Section 322 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441h) is amended— 
(1) by inserting after ‘‘SEC. 322.’’ the fol-

lowing: ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) SOLICITATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS.—No 

person shall solicit contributions by falsely 
representing himself or herself as a can-
didate or as a representative of a candidate, 
a political committee, or a political party.’’. 
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SEC. 307. SOFT MONEY OF PERSONS OTHER THAN 

POLITICAL PARTIES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 304 of the Federal 

Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434) 
(as amended by section 103(c) and section 204) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(g) DISBURSEMENTS OF PERSONS OTHER 
THAN POLITICAL PARTIES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A person, other than a 
political committee of a political party or a 
person described in section 501(d) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, that makes an 
aggregate amount of disbursements in excess 
of $50,000 during a calendar year for activi-
ties described in paragraph (2) shall file a 
statement with the Commission— 

‘‘(A) on a monthly basis as described in 
subsection (a)(4)(B); or 

‘‘(B) in the case of disbursements that are 
made within 20 days of an election, within 24 
hours after the disbursements are made. 

‘‘(2) ACTIVITY.—The activity described in 
this paragraph is— 

‘‘(A) Federal election activity; 
‘‘(B) an activity described in section 

316(b)(2)(A) that expresses support for or op-
position to a candidate for Federal office or 
a political party; and 

‘‘(C) an activity described in subparagraph 
(B) or (C) of section 316(b)(2). 

‘‘(3) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection does 
not apply to— 

‘‘(A) a candidate or a candidate’s author-
ized committees; or 

‘‘(B) an independent expenditure. 
‘‘(4) CONTENTS.—A statement under this 

section shall contain such information about 
the disbursements made during the reporting 
period as the Commission shall prescribe, in-
cluding— 

‘‘(A) the aggregate amount of disburse-
ments made; 

‘‘(B) the name and address of the person or 
entity to whom a disbursement is made in an 
aggregate amount in excess of $200; 

‘‘(C) the date made, amount, and purpose 
of the disbursement; and 

‘‘(D) if applicable, whether the disburse-
ment was in support of, or in opposition to, 
a candidate or a political party, and the 
name of the candidate or the political 
party.’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF GENERIC CAMPAIGN AC-
TIVITY.—Section 301 of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) (as 
amended by section 201(b)) is further amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(21) GENERIC CAMPAIGN ACTIVITY.—The 
term ‘generic campaign activity’ means an 
activity that promotes a political party and 
does not promote a candidate or non-Federal 
candidate.’’. 
SEC. 308. CAMPAIGN ADVERTISING. 

Section 318 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441d) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘Whenever’’ and inserting 

‘‘Whenever a political committee makes a 
disbursement for the purpose of financing 
any communication through any broad-
casting station, newspaper, magazine, out-
door advertising facility, mailing, or any 
other type of general public political adver-
tising, or whenever’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘an expenditure’’ and in-
serting ‘‘a disbursement’’; and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘direct’’; and 
(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘and per-

manent street address’’ after ‘‘name’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(c) Any printed communication described 

in subsection (a) shall— 

‘‘(1) be of sufficient type size to be clearly 
readable by the recipient of the communica-
tion; 

‘‘(2) be contained in a printed box set apart 
from the other contents of the communica-
tion; and 

‘‘(3) be printed with a reasonable degree of 
color contrast between the background and 
the printed statement. 

‘‘(d)(1) Any communication described in 
paragraphs (1) or (2) of subsection (a) which 
is transmitted through radio or television 
shall include, in addition to the require-
ments of that paragraph, an audio statement 
by the candidate that identifies the can-
didate and states that the candidate has ap-
proved the communication. 

‘‘(2) If a communication described in para-
graph (1) is transmitted through television, 
the communication shall include, in addition 
to the audio statement under paragraph (1), 
a written statement that— 

‘‘(A) appears at the end of the communica-
tion in a clearly readable manner with a rea-
sonable degree of color contrast between the 
background and the printed statement, for a 
period of at least 4 seconds; and 

‘‘(B) is accompanied by a clearly identifi-
able photographic or similar image of the 
candidate. 

‘‘(e) Any communication described in para-
graph (3) of subsection (a) which is trans-
mitted through radio or television shall in-
clude, in addition to the requirements of 
that paragraph, in a clearly spoken manner, 
the following statement: ‘llllllll is 
responsible for the content of this advertise-
ment.’ (with the blank to be filled in with 
the name of the political committee or other 
person paying for the communication and 
the name of any connected organization of 
the payor). If transmitted through tele-
vision, the statement shall also appear in a 
clearly readable manner with a reasonable 
degree of color contrast between the back-
ground and the printed statement, for a pe-
riod of at least 4 seconds.’’. 

TITLE IV—PERSONAL WEALTH OPTION 
SEC. 401. VOLUNTARY PERSONAL FUNDS EX-

PENDITURE LIMIT. 
Title III of the Federal Election Campaign 

Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended 
by section 101, is further amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 

‘‘VOLUNTARY PERSONAL FUNDS EXPENDITURE 
LIMIT 

‘‘SEC. 324. (a) ELIGIBLE CONGRESSIONAL 
CANDIDATE.— 

‘‘(1) PRIMARY ELECTION.— 
‘‘(A) DECLARATION.—A candidate for elec-

tion for Senator or Representative in or Del-
egate or Resident Commissioner to the Con-
gress is an eligible primary election Congres-
sional candidate if the candidate files with 
the Commission a declaration that the can-
didate and the candidate’s authorized com-
mittees will not make expenditures in excess 
of the personal funds expenditure limit. 

‘‘(B) TIME TO FILE.—The declaration under 
subparagraph (A) shall be filed not later than 
the date on which the candidate files with 
the appropriate State officer as a candidate 
for the primary election. 

‘‘(2) GENERAL ELECTION.— 
‘‘(A) DECLARATION.—A candidate for elec-

tion for Senator or Representative in or Del-
egate or Resident Commissioner to the Con-
gress is an eligible general election Congres-
sional candidate if the candidate files with 
the Commission— 

‘‘(i) a declaration under penalty of perjury, 
with supporting documentation as required 
by the Commission, that the candidate and 

the candidate’s authorized committees did 
not exceed the personal funds expenditure 
limit in connection with the primary elec-
tion; and 

‘‘(ii) a declaration that the candidate and 
the candidate’s authorized committees will 
not make expenditures in excess of the per-
sonal funds expenditure limit. 

‘‘(B) TIME TO FILE.—The declaration under 
subparagraph (A) shall be filed not later than 
7 days after the earlier of— 

‘‘(i) the date on which the candidate quali-
fies for the general election ballot under 
State law; or 

‘‘(ii) if under State law, a primary or run- 
off election to qualify for the general elec-
tion ballot occurs after September 1, the 
date on which the candidate wins the pri-
mary or runoff election. 

‘‘(b) PERSONAL FUNDS EXPENDITURE 
LIMIT.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate amount of 
expenditures that may be made in connec-
tion with an election by an eligible Congres-
sional candidate or the candidate’s author-
ized committees from the sources described 
in paragraph (2) shall not exceed $50,000. 

‘‘(2) SOURCES.—A source is described in this 
paragraph if the source is— 

‘‘(A) personal funds of the candidate and 
members of the candidate’s immediate fam-
ily; or 

‘‘(B) proceeds of indebtedness incurred by 
the candidate or a member of the candidate’s 
immediate family. 

‘‘(c) CERTIFICATION BY THE COMMISSION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall 

determine whether a candidate has met the 
requirements of this section and, based on 
the determination, issue a certification stat-
ing whether the candidate is an eligible Con-
gressional candidate. 

‘‘(2) TIME FOR CERTIFICATION.—Not later 
than 7 business days after a candidate files a 
declaration under paragraph (1) or (2) of sub-
section (a), the Commission shall certify 
whether the candidate is an eligible Congres-
sional candidate. 

‘‘(3) REVOCATION.—The Commission shall 
revoke a certification under paragraph (1), 
based on information submitted in such form 
and manner as the Commission may require 
or on information that comes to the Com-
mission by other means, if the Commission 
determines that a candidate violates the per-
sonal funds expenditure limit. 

‘‘(4) DETERMINATIONS BY COMMISSION.—A 
determination made by the Commission 
under this subsection shall be final, except 
to the extent that the determination is sub-
ject to examination and audit by the Com-
mission and to judicial review. 

‘‘(d) PENALTY.—If the Commission revokes 
the certification of an eligible Congressional 
candidate— 

‘‘(1) the Commission shall notify the can-
didate of the revocation; and 

‘‘(2) the candidate and a candidate’s au-
thorized committees shall pay to the Com-
mission an amount equal to the amount of 
expenditures made by a national committee 
of a political party or a State committee of 
a political party in connection with the gen-
eral election campaign of the candidate 
under section 315(d).’’. 
SEC. 402. POLITICAL PARTY COMMITTEE COORDI-

NATED EXPENDITURES. 
Section 315(d) of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(d)) (as amend-
ed by section 204) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(5) This subsection does not apply to ex-
penditures made in connection with the gen-
eral election campaign of a candidate for 
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Senator or Representative in or Delegate or 
Resident Commissioner to the Congress who 
is not an eligible Congressional candidate (as 
defined in section 324(a)).’’. 

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 501. CODIFICATION OF BECK DECISION. 

Section 8 of the National Labor Relations 
Act (29 U.S.C. 158) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(h) NONUNION MEMBER PAYMENTS TO 
LABOR ORGANIZATION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be an unfair 
labor practice for any labor organization 
which receives a payment from an employee 
pursuant to an agreement that requires em-
ployees who are not members of the organi-
zation to make payments to such organiza-
tion in lieu of organization dues or fees not 
to establish and implement the objection 
procedure described in paragraph (2). 

‘‘(2) OBJECTION PROCEDURE.—The objection 
procedure required under paragraph (1) shall 
meet the following requirements: 

‘‘(A) The labor organization shall annually 
provide to employees who are covered by 
such agreement but are not members of the 
organization— 

‘‘(i) reasonable personal notice of the ob-
jection procedure, a list of the employees eli-
gible to invoke the procedure, and the time, 
place, and manner for filing an objection; 
and 

‘‘(ii) reasonable opportunity to file an ob-
jection to paying for organization expendi-
tures supporting political activities unre-
lated to collective bargaining, including but 
not limited to the opportunity to file such 
objection by mail. 

‘‘(B) If an employee who is not a member of 
the labor organization files an objection 
under the procedure in subparagraph (A), 
such organization shall— 

‘‘(i) reduce the payments in lieu of organi-
zation dues or fees by such employee by an 
amount which reasonably reflects the ratio 
that the organization’s expenditures sup-
porting political activities unrelated to col-
lective bargaining bears to such organiza-
tion’s total expenditures; and 

‘‘(ii) provide such employee with a reason-
able explanation of the organization’s cal-
culation of such reduction, including calcu-
lating the amount of organization expendi-
tures supporting political activities unre-
lated to collective bargaining. 

‘‘(3) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘expenditures supporting political ac-
tivities unrelated to collective bargaining’ 
means expenditures in connection with a 
Federal, State, or local election or in con-
nection with efforts to influence legislation 
unrelated to collective bargaining.’’. 
SEC. 502. USE OF CONTRIBUTED AMOUNTS FOR 

CERTAIN PURPOSES. 

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) is amended 
by striking section 313 and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘USE OF CONTRIBUTED AMOUNTS FOR CERTAIN 
PURPOSES 

‘‘SEC. 313. (a) PERMITTED USES.—A con-
tribution accepted by a candidate, and any 
other amount received by an individual as 
support for activities of the individual as a 
holder of Federal office, may be used by the 
candidate or individual— 

‘‘(1) for expenditures in connection with 
the campaign for Federal office of the can-
didate or individual; 

‘‘(2) for ordinary and necessary expenses 
incurred in connection with duties of the in-
dividual as a holder of Federal office; 

‘‘(3) for contributions to an organization 
described in section 170(c) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986; or 

‘‘(4) for transfers to a national, State, or 
local committee of a political party. 

‘‘(b) PROHIBITED USE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A contribution or 

amount described in subsection (a) shall not 
be converted by any person to personal use. 

‘‘(2) CONVERSION.—For the purposes of 
paragraph (1), a contribution or amount 
shall be considered to be converted to per-
sonal use if the contribution or amount is 
used to fulfill any commitment, obligation, 
or expense of a person that would exist irre-
spective of the candidate’s election cam-
paign or individual’s duties as a holder of 
Federal officeholder, including— 

‘‘(A) a home mortgage, rent, or utility pay-
ment; 

‘‘(B) a clothing purchase; 
‘‘(C) a noncampaign-related automobile ex-

pense; 
‘‘(D) a country club membership; 
‘‘(E) a vacation or other noncampaign-re-

lated trip; 
‘‘(F) a household food item; 
‘‘(G) a tuition payment; 
‘‘(H) admission to a sporting event, con-

cert, theater, or other form of entertainment 
not associated with an election campaign; 
and 

‘‘(I) dues, fees, and other payments to a 
health club or recreational facility.’’. 
SEC. 503. LIMIT ON CONGRESSIONAL USE OF THE 

FRANKING PRIVILEGE. 
Section 3210(a)(6) of title 39, United States 

Code, is amended by striking subparagraph 
(A) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(A) A Member of Congress shall not mail 
any mass mailing as franked mail during the 
180-day period which ends on the date of the 
general election for the office held by the 
Member or during the 90-day period which 
ends on the date of any primary election for 
that office, unless the Member has made a 
public announcement that the Member will 
not be a candidate for reelection during that 
year or for election to any other Federal of-
fice.’’. 
SEC. 504. PROHIBITION OF FUNDRAISING ON 

FEDERAL PROPERTY. 
Section 607 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended— 
(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be unlawful for 

any person to solicit or receive a donation of 
money or other thing of value in connection 
with a Federal, State, or local election from 
a person who is located in a room or building 
occupied in the discharge of official duties 
by an officer or employee of the United 
States. An individual who is an officer or 
employee of the Federal Government, includ-
ing the President, Vice President, and Mem-
bers of Congress, shall not solicit a donation 
of money or other thing of value in connec-
tion with a Federal, State, or local election 
while in any room or building occupied in 
the discharge of official duties by an officer 
or employee of the United States, from any 
person. 

‘‘(2) PENALTY.—A person who violates this 
section shall be fined not more than $5,000, 
imprisoned more than 3 years, or both.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting ‘‘or Exec-
utive Office of the President’’ after ‘‘Con-
gress’’. 
SEC. 505. PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS. 

(a) INCREASED PENALTIES.—Section 309(a) 
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 
(2 U.S.C. 437g(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraphs (5)(A), (6)(A), and (6)(B), 
by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$10,000’’; 
and 

(2) in paragraphs (5)(B) and (6)(C), by strik-
ing ‘‘$10,000 or an amount equal to 200 per-
cent’’ and inserting ‘‘$20,000 or an amount 
equal to 300 percent’’. 

(b) EQUITABLE REMEDIES.—Section 
309(a)(5)(A) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(5)) is amended by 
striking the period at the end and inserting 
‘‘, and may include equitable remedies or 
penalties, including disgorgement of funds to 
the Treasury or community service require-
ments (including requirements to participate 
in public education programs).’’. 

(c) AUTOMATIC PENALTY FOR LATE FILING.— 
Section 309(a) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(13) PENALTY FOR LATE FILING.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(i) MONETARY PENALTIES.—The Commis-

sion shall establish a schedule of mandatory 
monetary penalties that shall be imposed by 
the Commission for failure to meet a time 
requirement for filing under section 304. 

‘‘(ii) REQUIRED FILING.—In addition to im-
posing a penalty, the Commission may re-
quire a report that has not been filed within 
the time requirements of section 304 to be 
filed by a specific date. 

‘‘(iii) PROCEDURE.—A penalty or filing re-
quirement imposed under this paragraph 
shall not be subject to paragraph (1), (2), (3), 
(4), (5), or (12). 

‘‘(B) FILING AN EXCEPTION.— 
‘‘(i) TIME TO FILE.—A political committee 

shall have 30 days after the imposition of a 
penalty or filing requirement by the Com-
mission under this paragraph in which to file 
an exception with the Commission. 

‘‘(ii) TIME FOR COMMISSION TO RULE.—With-
in 30 days after receiving an exception, the 
Commission shall make a determination 
that is a final agency action subject to ex-
clusive review by the United States Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit 
under section 706 of title 5, United States 
Code, upon petition filed in that court by the 
political committee or treasurer that is the 
subject of the agency action, if the petition 
is filed within 30 days after the date of the 
Commission action for which review is 
sought.’’; 

(2) in paragraph (5)(D)— 
(A) by inserting after the first sentence the 

following: ‘‘In any case in which a penalty or 
filing requirement imposed on a political 
committee or treasurer under paragraph (13) 
has not been satisfied, the Commission may 
institute a civil action for enforcement 
under paragraph (6)(A).’’; and 

(B) by inserting before the period at the 
end of the last sentence the following: ‘‘or 
has failed to pay a penalty or meet a filing 
requirement imposed under paragraph (13)’’; 
and 

(3) in paragraph (6)(A), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (4)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (4)(A) 
or (13)’’. 
SEC. 506. STRENGTHENING FOREIGN MONEY 

BAN. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 319 of the Federal 

Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking the heading and inserting 
the following: ‘‘CONTRIBUTIONS AND DONA-
TIONS BY FOREIGN NATIONALS’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—It shall be unlawful 
for— 
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‘‘(1) a foreign national, directly or indi-

rectly, to make— 
‘‘(A) a donation of money or other thing of 

value, or to promise expressly or impliedly 
to make a donation, in connection with a 
Federal, State, or local election; or 

‘‘(B) a contribution or donation to a com-
mittee of a political party; or 

‘‘(2) a person to solicit, accept, or receive 
such a contribution or donation from a for-
eign national.’’. 

(b) PROHIBITING USE OF WILLFUL BLINDNESS 
AS DEFENSE AGAINST CHARGE OF VIOLATING 
FOREIGN CONTRIBUTION BAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 319 of such Act (2 
U.S.C. 441e) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (a) the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(b) PROHIBITING USE OF WILLFUL BLIND-
NESS DEFENSE.—It shall not be a defense to a 
violation of subsection (a) that the defendant 
did not know that the contribution origi-
nated from a foreign national if the defend-
ant should have known that the contribution 
originated from a foreign national, except 
that the trier of fact may not find that the 
defendant should have known that the con-
tribution originated from a foreign national 
solely because of the name of the contrib-
utor.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply with re-
spect to violations occurring on or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 507. PROHIBITION OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY 

MINORS. 
Title III of the Federal Election Campaign 

Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended 
by sections 101 and 401, is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion: 

‘‘PROHIBITION OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY MINORS 
‘‘SEC. 325. An individual who is 17 years old 

or younger shall not make a contribution to 
a candidate or a contribution or donation to 
a committee of a political party.’’. 
SEC. 508. EXPEDITED PROCEDURES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 309(a) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
437g(a)) (as amended by section 505(c)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(14)(A) If the complaint in a proceeding 
was filed within 60 days preceding the date of 
a general election, the Commission may take 
action described in this subparagraph. 

‘‘(B) If the Commission determines, on the 
basis of facts alleged in the complaint and 
other facts available to the Commission, 
that there is clear and convincing evidence 
that a violation of this Act has occurred, is 
occurring, or is about to occur, the Commis-
sion may order expedited proceedings, short-
ening the time periods for proceedings under 
paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) as necessary to 
allow the matter to be resolved in sufficient 
time before the election to avoid harm or 
prejudice to the interests of the parties. 

‘‘(C) If the Commission determines, on the 
basis of facts alleged in the complaint and 
other facts available to the Commission, 
that the complaint is clearly without merit, 
the Commission may— 

‘‘(i) order expedited proceedings, short-
ening the time periods for proceedings under 
paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) as necessary to 
allow the matter to be resolved in sufficient 
time before the election to avoid harm or 
prejudice to the interests of the parties; or 

‘‘(ii) if the Commission determines that 
there is insufficient time to conduct pro-
ceedings before the election, summarily dis-
miss the complaint.’’. 

(b) REFERRAL TO ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Sec-
tion 309(a)(5) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(5)) is 
amended by striking subparagraph (C) and 
inserting the following: 

‘‘(C) The Commission may at any time, by 
an affirmative vote of at least 4 of its mem-
bers, refer a possible violation of this Act or 
chapter 95 or 96 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986, to the Attorney General of the 
United States, without regard to any limita-
tion set forth in this section.’’. 
SEC. 509. INITIATION OF ENFORCEMENT PRO-

CEEDING. 
Section 309(a)(2) of the Federal Election 

Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘reason to believe 
that’’ and inserting ‘‘reason to investigate 
whether’’. 
SEC. 510. PROTECTING EQUAL PARTICIPATION 

OF ELIGIBLE VOTERS IN CAMPAIGNS 
AND ELECTIONS. 

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended 
by sections 101, 401, and 507, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

‘‘PROTECTING EQUAL PARTICIPATION OF 
ELIGIBLE VOTERS IN CAMPAIGNS AND ELECTIONS 

‘‘SEC. 326. (a) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this 
Act may be construed to prohibit any indi-
vidual eligible to vote in an election for Fed-
eral office from making contributions or ex-
penditures in support of a candidate for such 
an election (including voluntary contribu-
tions or expenditures made through a sepa-
rate segregated fund established by the indi-
vidual’s employer or labor organization) or 
otherwise participating in any campaign for 
such an election in the same manner and to 
the same extent as any other individual eli-
gible to vote in an election for such office. 

‘‘(b) NO EFFECT ON GEOGRAPHIC RESTRIC-
TIONS ON CONTRIBUTIONS.—Subsection (a) 
may not be construed to affect any restric-
tion under this title regarding the portion of 
contributions accepted by a candidate from 
persons residing in a particular geographic 
area.’’. 
SEC. 511. PENALTY FOR VIOLATION OF PROHIBI-

TION AGAINST FOREIGN CONTRIBU-
TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 319 of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e), 
as amended by section 506(b), is further 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(c) PENALTY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), notwithstanding any other 
provision of this title any person who vio-
lates subsection (a) shall be sentenced to a 
term of imprisonment which may not be 
more than 10 years, fined in an amount not 
to exceed $1,000,000, or both. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply with respect to any violation of sub-
section (a) arising from a contribution or do-
nation made by an individual who is lawfully 
admitted for permanent residence (as defined 
in section 101(a)(22) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to violations occurring on or after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 512. EXPEDITED COURT REVIEW OF CER-

TAIN ALLEGED VIOLATIONS OF FED-
ERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT OF 
1971. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 309 of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g) 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (e); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, if a candidate (or the can-
didate’s authorized committee) believes that 
a violation described in paragraph (2) has 
been committed with respect to an election 
during the 90-day period preceding the date 
of the election, the candidate or committee 
may institute a civil action on behalf of the 
Commission for relief (including injunctive 
relief) against the alleged violator in the 
same manner and under the same terms and 
conditions as an action instituted by the 
Commission under subsection (a)(6), except 
that the court involved shall issue a decision 
regarding the action as soon as practicable 
after the action is instituted and to the 
greatest extent possible issue the decision 
prior to the date of the election involved. 

‘‘(2) A violation described in this paragraph 
is a violation of this Act or of chapter 95 or 
chapter 96 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 relating to— 

‘‘(A) whether a contribution is in excess of 
an applicable limit or is otherwise prohibited 
under this Act; or 

‘‘(B) whether an expenditure is an inde-
pendent expenditure under section 301(17).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to elections occurring after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 513. CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE PRESI-

DENTIAL CAMPAIGN SPENDING LIM-
ITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9003 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9003) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(g) PROHIBITING CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE 
LIMITS.— 

‘‘(1) VIOLATION OF LIMITS DESCRIBED.—If a 
candidate for election to the office of Presi-
dent or Vice President who receives amounts 
from the Presidential Election Campaign 
Fund under chapter 95 or 96 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, or the agent of such a 
candidate, seeks to avoid the spending limits 
applicable to the candidate under such chap-
ter or under the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 by soliciting, receiving, transfer-
ring, or directing funds from any source 
other than such Fund for the direct or indi-
rect benefit of such candidate’s campaign, 
such candidate or agent shall be fined not 
more than $1,000,000, or imprisoned for a 
term of not more than 3 years, or both. 

‘‘(2) CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE LIMITS DE-
FINED.—If two or more persons conspire to 
violate paragraph (1), and one or more of 
such persons do any act to effect the object 
of the conspiracy, each shall be fined not 
more than $1,000,000, or imprisoned for a 
term of not more than 3 years, or both.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to elections occurring on or after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 514. DEPOSIT OF CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS 

AND DONATIONS IN TREASURY AC-
COUNT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 
et seq.), as amended by sections 101, 401, 507, 
and 510, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 
‘‘TREATMENT OF CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS AND 

DONATIONS TO BE RETURNED TO DONORS 
‘‘SEC. 327. (a) TRANSFER TO COMMISSION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this Act, if a political 
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committee intends to return any contribu-
tion or donation given to the political com-
mittee, the committee shall transfer the 
contribution or donation to the Commission 
if— 

‘‘(A) the contribution or donation is in an 
amount equal to or greater than $500 (other 
than a contribution or donation returned 
within 60 days of receipt by the committee); 
or 

‘‘(B) the contribution or donation was 
made in violation of section 315, 316, 317, 319, 
320, or 325 (other than a contribution or do-
nation returned within 30 days of receipt by 
the committee). 

‘‘(2) INFORMATION INCLUDED WITH TRANS-
FERRED CONTRIBUTION OR DONATION.—A polit-
ical committee shall include with any con-
tribution or donation transferred under para-
graph (1)— 

‘‘(A) a request that the Commission return 
the contribution or donation to the person 
making the contribution or donation; and 

‘‘(B) information regarding the cir-
cumstances surrounding the making of the 
contribution or donation and any opinion of 
the political committee concerning whether 
the contribution or donation may have been 
made in violation of this Act. 

‘‘(3) ESTABLISHMENT OF ESCROW ACCOUNT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall 

establish a single interest-bearing escrow ac-
count for deposit of amounts transferred 
under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(B) DISPOSITION OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED.— 
On receiving an amount from a political 
committee under paragraph (1), the Commis-
sion shall— 

‘‘(i) deposit the amount in the escrow ac-
count established under subparagraph (A); 
and 

‘‘(ii) notify the Attorney General and the 
Commissioner of the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice of the receipt of the amount from the po-
litical committee. 

‘‘(C) USE OF INTEREST.—Interest earned on 
amounts in the escrow account established 
under subparagraph (A) shall be applied or 
used for the same purposes as the donation 
or contribution on which it is earned. 

‘‘(4) TREATMENT OF RETURNED CONTRIBUTION 
OR DONATION AS A COMPLAINT.—The transfer 
of any contribution or donation to the Com-
mission under this section shall be treated as 
the filing of a complaint under section 309(a). 

‘‘(b) USE OF AMOUNTS PLACED IN ESCROW TO 
COVER FINES AND PENALTIES.—The Commis-
sion or the Attorney General may require 
any amount deposited in the escrow account 
under subsection (a)(3) to be applied toward 
the payment of any fine or penalty imposed 
under this Act or title 18, United States 
Code, against the person making the con-
tribution or donation. 

‘‘(c) RETURN OF CONTRIBUTION OR DONATION 
AFTER DEPOSIT IN ESCROW.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall 
return a contribution or donation deposited 
in the escrow account under subsection (a)(3) 
to the person making the contribution or do-
nation if— 

‘‘(A) within 180 days after the date the con-
tribution or donation is transferred, the 
Commission has not made a determination 
under section 309(a)(2) that the Commission 
has reason to investigate whether that the 
making of the contribution or donation was 
made in violation of this Act; or 

‘‘(B)(i) the contribution or donation will 
not be used to cover fines, penalties, or costs 
pursuant to subsection (b); or 

‘‘(ii) if the contribution or donation will be 
used for those purposes, that the amounts re-
quired for those purposes have been with-

drawn from the escrow account and sub-
tracted from the returnable contribution or 
donation. 

‘‘(2) NO EFFECT ON STATUS OF INVESTIGA-
TION.—The return of a contribution or dona-
tion by the Commission under this sub-
section shall not be construed as having an 
effect on the status of an investigation by 
the Commission or the Attorney General of 
the contribution or donation or the cir-
cumstances surrounding the contribution or 
donation, or on the ability of the Commis-
sion or the Attorney General to take future 
actions with respect to the contribution or 
donation.’’. 

(b) AMOUNTS USED TO DETERMINE AMOUNT 
OF PENALTY FOR VIOLATION.—Section 309(a) 
of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)) is amended by 
inserting after paragraph (9) the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(10) For purposes of determining the 
amount of a civil penalty imposed under this 
subsection for violations of section 326, the 
amount of the donation involved shall be 
treated as the amount of the contribution in-
volved.’’. 

(c) DISGORGEMENT AUTHORITY.—Section 309 
of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(e) Any conciliation agreement, civil ac-
tion, or criminal action entered into or insti-
tuted under this section may require a per-
son to forfeit to the Treasury any contribu-
tion, donation, or expenditure that is the 
subject of the agreement or action for trans-
fer to the Commission for deposit in accord-
ance with section 326.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply 
to contributions or donations refunded on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
without regard to whether the Federal Elec-
tion Commission or Attorney General has 
issued regulations to carry out section 326 of 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 
(as added by subsection (a)) by such date. 
SEC. 515. ESTABLISHMENT OF A CLEARING-

HOUSE OF INFORMATION ON POLIT-
ICAL ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE FED-
ERAL ELECTION COMMISSION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There shall be estab-
lished within the Federal Election Commis-
sion a clearinghouse of public information 
regarding the political activities of foreign 
principals and agents of foreign principals. 
The information comprising this clearing-
house shall include only the following: 

(1) All registrations and reports filed pur-
suant to the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 
(2 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) during the preceding 5- 
year period. 

(2) All registrations and reports filed pur-
suant to the Foreign Agents Registration 
Act, as amended (22 U.S.C. 611 et seq.), dur-
ing the preceding 5-year period. 

(3) The listings of public hearings, hearing 
witnesses, and witness affiliations printed in 
the Congressional Record during the pre-
ceding 5-year period. 

(4) Public information disclosed pursuant 
to the rules of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives regarding honoraria, the re-
ceipt of gifts, travel, and earned and un-
earned income. 

(5) All reports filed pursuant to title I of 
the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. App.) during the preceding 5-year pe-
riod. 

(6) All public information filed with the 
Federal Election Commission pursuant to 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 431 et seq.) during the preceding 5- 
year period. 

(b) DISCLOSURE OF OTHER INFORMATION 
PROHIBITED.—The disclosure by the clearing-

house, or any officer or employee thereof, of 
any information other than that set forth in 
subsection (a) is prohibited, except as other-
wise provided by law. 

(c) DIRECTOR OF CLEARINGHOUSE.— 
(1) DUTIES.—The clearinghouse shall have a 

Director, who shall administer and manage 
the responsibilities and all activities of the 
clearinghouse. In carrying out such duties, 
the Director shall— 

(A) develop a filing, coding, and cross-in-
dexing system to carry out the purposes of 
this section (which shall include an index of 
all persons identified in the reports, registra-
tions, and other information comprising the 
clearinghouse); 

(B) notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, make copies of registrations, reports, 
and other information comprising the clear-
inghouse available for public inspection and 
copying, beginning not later than 30 days 
after the information is first available to the 
public, and permit copying of any such reg-
istration, report, or other information by 
hand or by copying machine or, at the re-
quest of any person, furnish a copy of any 
such registration, report, or other informa-
tion upon payment of the cost of making and 
furnishing such copy, except that no infor-
mation contained in such registration or re-
port and no such other information shall be 
sold or used by any person for the purpose of 
soliciting contributions or for any profit- 
making purpose; and 

(C) not later than 150 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act and at any time 
thereafter, to prescribe, in consultation with 
the Comptroller General, such rules, regula-
tions, and forms, in conformity with the pro-
visions of chapter 5 of title 5, United States 
Code, as are necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of this section in the most effective 
and efficient manner. 

(2) APPOINTMENT.—The Director shall be 
appointed by the Federal Election Commis-
sion. 

(3) TERM OF SERVICE.—The Director shall 
serve a single term of a period of time deter-
mined by the Commission, but not to exceed 
5 years. 

(d) PENALTIES FOR DISCLOSURE OF INFORMA-
TION.—Any person who discloses information 
in violation of subsection (b), and any person 
who sells or uses information for the purpose 
of soliciting contributions or for any profit- 
making purpose in violation of subsection 
(c)(1)(B), shall be imprisoned for a period of 
not more than 1 year, or fined in the amount 
provided in title 18, United States Code, or 
both. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to conduct the ac-
tivities of the clearinghouse. 

(f) FOREIGN PRINCIPAL.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘foreign principal’’ shall have the same 
meaning given the term ‘‘foreign national’’ 
under section 319 of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e), as in ef-
fect as of the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 516. ENFORCEMENT OF SPENDING LIMIT ON 

PRESIDENTIAL AND VICE PRESI-
DENTIAL CANDIDATES WHO RE-
CEIVE PUBLIC FINANCING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9003 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9003) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(f) ILLEGAL SOLICITATION OF SOFT 
MONEY.—No candidate for election to the of-
fice of President or Vice President may re-
ceive amounts from the Presidential Elec-
tion Campaign Fund under this chapter or 
chapter 96 unless the candidate certifies that 
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the candidate shall not solicit any funds for 
the purposes of influencing such election, in-
cluding any funds used for an independent 
expenditure under the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971, unless the funds are sub-
ject to the limitations, prohibitions, and re-
porting requirements of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to elections occurring on or after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 517. CLARIFICATION OF RIGHT OF NATION-

ALS OF THE UNITED STATES TO 
MAKE POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS. 

Section 319(d)(2) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e(d)(2)), as 
amended by sections 506(b) and 511(a), is fur-
ther amended by inserting after ‘‘United 
States’’ the following: ‘‘or a national of the 
United States (as defined in section 101(a)(22) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act)’’. 

TITLE VI—INDEPENDENT COMMISSION 
ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 

SEC. 601. ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE OF 
COMMISSION. 

There is established a commission to be 
known as the ‘‘Independent Commission on 
Campaign Finance Reform’’ (referred to in 
this title as the ‘‘Commission’’). The pur-
poses of the Commission are to study the 
laws relating to the financing of political ac-
tivity and to report and recommend legisla-
tion to reform those laws. 
SEC. 602. MEMBERSHIP OF COMMISSION. 

(a) COMPOSITION.—The Commission shall be 
composed of 12 members appointed within 15 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act by the President from among individuals 
who are not incumbent Members of Congress 
and who are specially qualified to serve on 
the Commission by reason of education, 
training, or experience. 

(b) APPOINTMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Members shall be ap-

pointed as follows: 
(A) Three members (one of whom shall be 

a political independent) shall be appointed 
from among a list of nominees submitted by 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

(B) Three members (one of whom shall be a 
political independent) shall be appointed 
from among a list of nominees submitted by 
the majority leader of the Senate. 

(C) Three members (one of whom shall be a 
political independent) shall be appointed 
from among a list of nominees submitted by 
the minority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(D) Three members (one of whom shall be 
a political independent) shall be appointed 
from among a list of nominees submitted by 
the minority leader of the Senate. 

(2) FAILURE TO SUBMIT LIST OF NOMINEES.— 
If an official described in any of the subpara-
graphs of paragraph (1) fails to submit a list 
of nominees to the President during the 15- 
day period which begins on the date of the 
enactment of this Act— 

(A) such subparagraph shall no longer 
apply; and 

(B) the President shall appoint three mem-
bers (one of whom shall be a political inde-
pendent) who meet the requirements de-
scribed in subsection (a) and such other cri-
teria as the President may apply. 

(3) POLITICAL INDEPENDENT DEFINED.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘‘political inde-
pendent’’ means an individual who at no 
time after January 1992— 

(A) has held elective office as a member of 
the Democratic or Republican party; 

(B) has received any wages or salary from 
the Democratic or Republican party or from 

a Democratic or Republican party office- 
holder or candidate; or 

(C) has provided substantial volunteer 
services or made any substantial contribu-
tion to the Democratic or Republican party 
or to a Democratic or Republican party of-
fice-holder or candidate. 

(c) CHAIRMAN.—At the time of the appoint-
ment, the President shall designate one 
member of the Commission as Chairman of 
the Commission. 

(d) TERMS.—The members of the Commis-
sion shall serve for the life of the Commis-
sion. 

(e) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the Commis-
sion shall be filled in the manner in which 
the original appointment was made. 

(f) POLITICAL AFFILIATION.—Not more than 
four members of the Commission may be of 
the same political party. 
SEC. 603. POWERS OF COMMISSION. 

(a) HEARINGS.—The Commission may, for 
the purpose of carrying out this title, hold 
hearings, sit and act at times and places, 
take testimony, and receive evidence as the 
Commission considers appropriate. In car-
rying out the preceding sentence, the Com-
mission shall ensure that a substantial num-
ber of its meetings are open meetings, with 
significant opportunities for testimony from 
members of the general public. 

(b) QUORUM.—Seven members of the Com-
mission shall constitute a quorum, but a 
lesser number may hold hearings. The ap-
proval of at least nine members of the Com-
mission is required when approving all or a 
portion of the recommended legislation. Any 
member of the Commission may, if author-
ized by the Commission, take any action 
which the Commission is authorized to take 
under this section. 
SEC. 604. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

(a) PAY AND TRAVEL EXPENSES OF MEM-
BERS.—(1) Each member of the Commission 
shall be paid at a rate equal to the daily 
equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay 
payable for level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5315 of title 5, United 
States Code, for each day (including travel 
time) during which the member is engaged in 
the actual performance of duties vested in 
the Commission. 

(2) Members of the Commission shall re-
ceive travel expenses, including per diem in 
lieu of subsistence, in accordance with sec-
tions 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(b) STAFF DIRECTOR.—The Commission 
shall, without regard to section 5311(b) of 
title 5, United States Code, appoint a staff 
director, who shall be paid at the rate of 
basic pay payable for level IV of the Execu-
tive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(c) STAFF OF COMMISSION; SERVICES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—With the approval of the 

Commission, the staff director of the Com-
mission may appoint and fix the pay of addi-
tional personnel. The Director may make 
such appointments without regard to the 
provisions of title 5, United States Code, gov-
erning appointments in the competitive 
service, and any personnel so appointed may 
be paid without regard to the provisions of 
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of 
that title relating to classification and Gen-
eral Schedule pay rates, except that an indi-
vidual so appointed may not receive pay in 
excess of the maximum annual rate of basic 
pay payable for grade GS–15 of the General 
Schedule under section 5332 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(2) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Com-
mission may procure by contract the tem-

porary or intermittent services of experts or 
consultants pursuant to section 3109 of title 
5, United States Code. 
SEC. 605. REPORT AND RECOMMENDED LEGISLA-

TION. 
(a) REPORT.—Not later than the expiration 

of the 180-day period which begins on the 
date on which the second session of the One 
Hundred Sixth Congress adjourns sine die, 
the Commission shall submit to the Presi-
dent, the Speaker and minority leader of the 
House of Representatives, and the majority 
and minority leaders of the Senate a report 
of the activities of the Commission. 

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS; DRAFT OF LEGISLA-
TION.—The report under subsection (a) shall 
include any recommendations for changes in 
the laws (including regulations) governing 
the financing of political activity (taking 
into account the provisions of this Act and 
the amendments made by this Act), includ-
ing any changes in the rules of the Senate or 
the House of Representatives, to which nine 
or more members of the Commission may 
agree, together with drafts of— 

(1) any legislation (including technical and 
conforming provisions) recommended by the 
Commission to implement such rec-
ommendations; and 

(2) any proposed amendment to the Con-
stitution recommended by the Commission 
as necessary to implement such rec-
ommendations, except that if the Commis-
sion includes such a proposed amendment in 
its report, it shall also include recommenda-
tions (and drafts) for legislation which may 
be implemented prior to the adoption of such 
proposed amendment. 

(c) GOALS OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND LEGIS-
LATION.—In making recommendations and 
preparing drafts of legislation under this sec-
tion, the Commission shall consider the fol-
lowing to be its primary goals: 

(1) Encouraging fair and open Federal elec-
tions which provide voters with meaningful 
information about candidates and issues. 

(2) Eliminating the disproportionate influ-
ence of special interest financing of Federal 
elections. 

(3) Creating a more equitable electoral sys-
tem for challengers and incumbents. 
SEC. 606. EXPEDITED CONGRESSIONAL CONSID-

ERATION OF LEGISLATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—If any legislation is intro-

duced the substance of which implements a 
recommendation of the Commission sub-
mitted under section 605(b) (including a joint 
resolution proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution), subject to subsection (b), the 
provisions of section 2908 (other than sub-
section (a)) of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 shall apply to the 
consideration of the legislation in the same 
manner as such provisions apply to a joint 
resolution described in section 2908(a) of such 
Act. 

(b) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of apply-
ing subsection (a) with respect to such provi-
sions, the following rules shall apply: 

(1) Any reference to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the House of Representa-
tives shall be deemed a reference to the Com-
mittee on House Oversight of the House of 
Representatives and any reference to the 
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate 
shall be deemed a reference to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration of the 
Senate. 

(2) Any reference to the date on which the 
President transmits a report shall be deemed 
a reference to the date on which the rec-
ommendation involved is submitted under 
section 605(b). 

(3) Notwithstanding subsection (d)(2) of 
section 2908 of such Act— 
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(A) debate on the legislation in the House 

of Representatives, and on all debatable mo-
tions and appeals in connection with the leg-
islation, shall be limited to not more than 10 
hours, divided equally between those favor-
ing and those opposing the legislation; 

(B) debate on the legislation in the Senate, 
and on all debatable motions and appeals in 
connection with the legislation, shall be lim-
ited to not more than 10 hours, divided 
equally between those favoring and those op-
posing the legislation; and 

(C) debate in the Senate on any single de-
batable motion and appeal in connection 
with the legislation shall be limited to not 
more than 1 hour, divided equally between 
the mover and the manager of the bill (ex-
cept that in the event the manager of the 
bill is in favor of any such motion or appeal, 
the time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or his des-
ignee), and the majority and minority leader 
may each allot additional time from time 
under such leader’s control to any Senator 
during the consideration of any debatable 
motion or appeal. 
SEC. 607. TERMINATION. 

The Commission shall cease to exist 90 
days after the date of the submission of its 
report under section 605. 
SEC. 608. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Commission such sums as are necessary 
to carry out its duties under this title. 
TITLE VII—PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE 

HOUSE MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS 
FOR POLITICAL FUNDRAISING 

SEC. 701. PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE HOUSE 
MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS FOR 
POLITICAL FUNDRAISING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 29 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
‘‘§ 612. Prohibiting use of meals and accom-

modations at White House for political 
fundraising 
‘‘(a) It shall be unlawful for any person to 

provide or offer to provide any meals or ac-
commodations at the White House in ex-
change for any money or other thing of 
value, or as a reward for the provision of any 
money or other thing of value, in support of 
any political party or the campaign for elec-
toral office of any candidate. 

‘‘(b) Any person who violates this section 
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned 
not more than 3 years, or both. 

‘‘(c) For purposes of this section, any offi-
cial residence or retreat of the President (in-
cluding private residential areas and the 
grounds of such a residence or retreat) shall 
be treated as part of the White House.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 29 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 
‘‘612. Prohibiting use of meals and accom-

modations at White House for 
political fundraising.’’. 

TITLE VIII—SENSE OF THE CONGRESS RE-
GARDING FUNDRAISING ON FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 

SEC. 801. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 
APPLICABILITY OF CONTROLLING 
LEGAL AUTHORITY TO FUND-
RAISING ON FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 
PROPERTY. 

It is the sense of the Congress that Federal 
law clearly demonstrates that ‘‘controlling 
legal authority’’ under title 18, United 
States Code, prohibits the use of Federal 
Government property to raise campaign 
funds. 

TITLE IX—PROHIBITING SOLICITATION 
TO OBTAIN ACCESS TO CERTAIN FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 

SEC. 901. PROHIBITION AGAINST ACCEPTANCE 
OR SOLICITATION TO OBTAIN AC-
CESS TO CERTAIN FEDERAL GOV-
ERNMENT PROPERTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 11 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
‘‘§ 226. Acceptance or solicitation to obtain ac-

cess to certain Federal Government prop-
erty 
‘‘Whoever solicits or receives anything of 

value in consideration of providing a person 
with access to Air Force One, Marine One, 
Air Force Two, Marine Two, the White 
House, or the Vice President’s residence, 
shall be fined under this title, or imprisoned 
not more than one year, or both.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 11 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 
‘‘226. Acceptance or solicitation to obtain ac-

cess to certain Federal Govern-
ment property.’’. 

TITLE X—REIMBURSEMENT FOR USE OF 
GOVERNMENT PROPERTY FOR CAM-
PAIGN ACTIVITY 

SEC. 1001. REQUIRING NATIONAL PARTIES TO RE-
IMBURSE AT COST FOR USE OF AIR 
FORCE ONE FOR POLITICAL FUND-
RAISING. 

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended 
by sections 101, 401, 507, 510, and 515, is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘REIMBURSEMENT BY POLITICAL PARTIES FOR 

USE OF AIR FORCE ONE FOR POLITICAL FUND-
RAISING 
‘‘SEC. 328. (a) IN GENERAL.—If the Presi-

dent, Vice President, or the head of any ex-
ecutive department (as defined in section 101 
of title 5, United States Code) uses Air Force 
One for transportation for any travel which 
includes a fundraising event for the benefit 
of any political committee of a national po-
litical party, such political committee shall 
reimburse the Federal Government for the 
fair market value of the transportation of 
the individual involved, based on the cost of 
an equivalent commercial chartered flight. 

‘‘(b) AIR FORCE ONE DEFINED.—In sub-
section (a), the term ‘Air Force One’ means 
the airplane operated by the Air Force which 
has been specially configured to carry out 
the mission of transporting the President.’’. 
TITLE XI—PROHIBITING USE OF WALKING 

AROUND MONEY 
SEC. 1101. PROHIBITING CAMPAIGNS FROM PRO-

VIDING CURRENCY TO INDIVIDUALS 
FOR PURPOSES OF ENCOURAGING 
TURNOUT ON DATE OF ELECTION. 

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended 
by sections 101, 401, 507, 510, 515, and 1001, is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 

‘‘PROHIBITING USE OF CURRENCY TO PROMOTE 
ELECTION DAY TURNOUT 

‘‘SEC. 329. It shall be unlawful for any po-
litical committee to provide currency to any 
individual (directly or through an agent of 
the committee) for purposes of encouraging 
the individual to appear at the polling place 
for the election.’’. 

TITLE XII—ENHANCING ENFORCEMENT 
OF CAMPAIGN LAW 

SEC. 1201. ENHANCING ENFORCEMENT OF CAM-
PAIGN FINANCE LAW. 

(a) MANDATORY IMPRISONMENT FOR CRIMI-
NAL CONDUCT.—Section 309(d)(1)(A) of the 

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 437g(d)(1)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘shall 
be fined, or imprisoned for not more than 
one year, or both’’ and inserting ‘‘shall be 
imprisoned for not fewer than 1 year and not 
more than 10 years’’; and 

(2) by striking the second sentence. 
(b) CONCURRENT AUTHORITY OF ATTORNEY 

GENERAL TO BRING CRIMINAL ACTIONS.—Sec-
tion 309(d) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g(d)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) In addition to the authority to bring 
cases referred pursuant to subsection (a)(5), 
the Attorney General may at any time bring 
a criminal action for a violation of this Act 
or of chapter 95 or chapter 96 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to actions brought with respect to elections 
occurring after January 1999. 
TITLE XIII—BAN ON COORDINATED SOFT 

MONEY ACTIVITIES BY PRESIDENTIAL 
CANDIDATES 

SEC. 1301. BAN ON COORDINATION OF SOFT 
MONEY FOR ISSUE ADVOCACY BY 
PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES RE-
CEIVING PUBLIC FINANCING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9003 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9003) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(f) BAN ON COORDINATION OF SOFT MONEY 
FOR ISSUE ADVOCACY.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No candidate for election 
to the office of President or Vice President 
who is certified to receive amounts from the 
Presidential Election Campaign Fund under 
this chapter or chapter 96 may coordinate 
the expenditure of any funds for issue advo-
cacy with any political party unless the 
funds are subject to the limitations, prohibi-
tions, and reporting requirements of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971. 

‘‘(2) ISSUE ADVOCACY DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘issue advocacy’ means any 
activity carried out for the purpose of influ-
encing the consideration or outcome of any 
Federal legislation or the issuance or out-
come of any Federal regulations, or edu-
cating individuals about candidates for elec-
tion for Federal office or any Federal legisla-
tion, law, or regulations (without regard to 
whether the activity is carried out for the 
purpose of influencing any election for Fed-
eral office).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to elections occurring on or after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
TITLE XIV—POSTING NAMES OF CERTAIN 

AIR FORCE ONE PASSENGERS ON 
INTERNET 

SEC. 1401. REQUIREMENT THAT NAMES OF PAS-
SENGERS ON AIR FORCE ONE AND 
AIR FORCE TWO BE MADE AVAIL-
ABLE THROUGH THE INTERNET. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall make 
available through the Internet the name of 
any non-Government person who is a pas-
senger on an aircraft designated as Air Force 
One or Air Force Two not later than 30 days 
after the date that the person is a passenger 
on such aircraft. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply in a case in which the President deter-
mines that compliance with such subsection 
would be contrary to the national security 
interests of the United States. In any such 
case, not later than 30 days after the date 
that the person whose name will not be made 
available through the Internet was a pas-
senger on the aircraft, the President shall 
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submit to the chairman and ranking member 
of the Permanent Select Committee on In-
telligence of the House of Representatives 
and of the Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the Senate— 

(1) the name of the person; and 
(2) the justification for not making such 

name available through the Internet. 
(c) DEFINITION OF PERSON.—As used in this 

Act, the term ‘‘non-Government person’’ 
means a person who is not an officer or em-
ployee of the United States, a member of the 
Armed Forces, or a Member of Congress. 
TITLE XV—EXPULSION PROCEEDINGS 

FOR HOUSE MEMBERS RECEIVING FOR-
EIGN CONTRIBUTIONS 

SEC. 1501. PERMITTING CONSIDERATION OF 
PRIVILEGED MOTION TO EXPEL 
HOUSE MEMBER ACCEPTING ILLE-
GAL FOREIGN CONTRIBUTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If a Member of the House 
of Representatives is convicted of a violation 
of section 319 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (or any successor provision 
prohibiting the solicitation, receipt, or ac-
ceptance of a contribution from a foreign na-
tional), the Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct, shall immediately consider the 
conduct of the Member and shall make a re-
port and recommendations to the House 
forthwith concerning that Member which 
may include a recommendation for expul-
sion. 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING AUTHORITY.— 
This section is enacted by Congress— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the House of Representatives, and as such 
it is deemed a part of the rules of the House 
of Representatives, and it supersedes other 
rules only to the extent that it is incon-
sistent therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of the House of Representatives 
to change the rule at any time, in the same 
manner and to the same extent as in the case 
of any other rule of the House of Representa-
tives. 
TITLE XVI—SEVERABILITY; CONSTITU-

TIONALITY; EFFECTIVE DATE; REGULA-
TIONS 

SEC. 1601. SEVERABILITY. 
If any provision of this Act or amendment 

made by this Act, or the application of a pro-
vision or amendment to any person or cir-
cumstance, is held to be unconstitutional, 
the remainder of this Act and amendments 
made by this Act, and the application of the 
provisions and amendment to any person or 
circumstance, shall not be affected by the 
holding. 
SEC. 1602. REVIEW OF CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUES. 

An appeal may be taken directly to the Su-
preme Court of the United States from any 
final judgment, decree, or order issued by 
any court ruling on the constitutionality of 
any provision of this Act or amendment 
made by this Act. 
SEC. 1603. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this Act, 
this Act and the amendments made by this 
Act shall take effect upon the expiration of 
the 90-day period which begins on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 1604. REGULATIONS. 

The Federal Election Commission shall 
prescribe any regulations required to carry 
out this Act and the amendments made by 
this Act not later than 45 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. . DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR CER-
TAIN MONEY EXPENDITURES OF PO-
LITICAL PARTIES. 

(a) TRANSFERS OF FUNDS BY NATIONAL PO-
LITICAL PARTIES.—Section 304(b)(4) of the 

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 434(b)(4)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (H); 

(2) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (I); and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(J) in the case of a political committee of 
a national political party, all funds trans-
ferred to any political committee of a State 
or local political party, without regard to 
whether or not the funds are otherwise treat-
ed as contributions or expenditures under 
this title;’’. 

(b) DISCLOSURE BY STATE AND LOCAL POLIT-
ICAL PARTIES OF INFORMATION REPORTED 
UNDER STATE LAW.—Section 304 of Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434), 
as amended by section 4, is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(e) If a political committee of a State or 
local political party is required under a 
State or local law to submit a report to an 
entity of State or local government regard-
ing its disbursements, the committee shall 
file a copy of the report with the Commis-
sion at the same time it submits the report 
to such entity.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to elections occurring after January 2001. 

SEC. . PROMOTING EXPEDITED AVAILABILITY 
OF FEC REPORTS. 

(a) MANDATORY ELECTRONIC FILING.—Sec-
tion 304(a)(11)(A) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(11)(A)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘permit reports re-
quired by’’ and inserting ‘‘require reports 
under’’. 

(b) REQUIRING REPORTS FOR ALL CONTRIBU-
TIONS MADE TO ANY POLITICAL COMMITTEE 
WITHIN 90 DAYS OF ELECTION; REQUIRING RE-
PORTS TO BE MADE WITHIN 24 HOURS.—Sec-
tion 304(a)(6) of Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(6)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(6)(A) Each political committee shall no-
tify the Secretary or the Commission, and 
the Secretary of State, as appropriate, in 
writing, of any contribution received by the 
committee during the period which begins on 
the 90th day before an election and ends at 
the time the polls close for such election. 
This notification shall be made within 24 
hours (or, if earlier, by midnight of the day 
on which the contribution is deposited) after 
the receipt of such contribution and shall in-
clude the name of the candidate involved (as 
appropriate) and the office sought by the 
candidate, the identification of the contrib-
utor, and the date of receipt and amount of 
the contribution. 

‘‘(B) The notification required under this 
paragraph shall be in addition to all other 
reporting requirements under this Act.’’. 

(c) INCREASING ELECTRONIC DISCLOSURE.— 
Section 304 of Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)), as amended by 
section 6(b), is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(f) The Commission shall make the infor-
mation contained in the reports submitted 
under this section available on the Internet 
and publicly available at the offices of the 
Commission as soon as practicable (but in no 
case later than 24 hours) after the informa-
tion is received by the Commission.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to reports for periods beginning on or after 
January 1, 2001. 

REID AMENDMENT NO. 2299 

Mr. REID proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 2298 proposed by Mr. 
DASCHLE to the bill, S. 1593, supra; as 
follows: 

In the amendment strike all after the first 
line and insert the following: 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Bipartisan 
Campaign Reform Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. SOFT MONEY OF POLITICAL PARTIES. 

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 323. SOFT MONEY OF POLITICAL PARTIES. 

‘‘(a) NATIONAL COMMITTEES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A national committee of 

a political party (including a national con-
gressional campaign committee of a political 
party) and any officers or agents of such 
party committees, shall not solicit, receive, 
or direct to another person a contribution, 
donation, or transfer of funds, or spend any 
funds, that are not subject to the limita-
tions, prohibitions, and reporting require-
ments of this Act. 

‘‘(2) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall 
apply to an entity that is directly or indi-
rectly established, financed, maintained, or 
controlled by a national committee of a po-
litical party (including a national congres-
sional campaign committee of a political 
party), or an entity acting on behalf of a na-
tional committee, and an officer or agent 
acting on behalf of any such committee or 
entity. 

‘‘(b) STATE, DISTRICT, AND LOCAL COMMIT-
TEES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An amount that is ex-
pended or disbursed by a State, district, or 
local committee of a political party (includ-
ing an entity that is directly or indirectly 
established, financed, maintained, or con-
trolled by a State, district, or local com-
mittee of a political party and an officer or 
agent acting on behalf of such committee or 
entity) for Federal election activity shall be 
made from funds subject to the limitations, 
prohibitions, and reporting requirements of 
this Act. 

‘‘(2) FEDERAL ELECTION ACTIVITY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘Federal elec-

tion activity’ means— 
‘‘(i) voter registration activity during the 

period that begins on the date that is 120 
days before the date a regularly scheduled 
Federal election is held and ends on the date 
of the election; 

‘‘(ii) voter identification, get-out-the-vote 
activity, or generic campaign activity con-
ducted in connection with an election in 
which a candidate for Federal office appears 
on the ballot (regardless of whether a can-
didate for State or local office also appears 
on the ballot); and 

‘‘(iii) a communication that refers to a 
clearly identified candidate for Federal of-
fice (regardless of whether a candidate for 
State or local office is also mentioned or 
identified) and is made for the purpose of in-
fluencing a Federal election (regardless of 
whether the communication is express advo-
cacy). 

‘‘(B) EXCLUDED ACTIVITY.—The term ‘Fed-
eral election activity’ does not include an 
amount expended or disbursed by a State, 
district, or local committee of a political 
party for— 

‘‘(i) campaign activity conducted solely on 
behalf of a clearly identified candidate for 
State or local office, provided the campaign 
activity is not a Federal election activity de-
scribed in subparagraph (A); 
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‘‘(ii) a contribution to a candidate for 

State or local office, provided the contribu-
tion is not designated or used to pay for a 
Federal election activity described in sub-
paragraph (A); 

‘‘(iii) the costs of a State, district, or local 
political convention; 

‘‘(iv) the costs of grassroots campaign ma-
terials, including buttons, bumper stickers, 
and yard signs, that name or depict only a 
candidate for State or local office; 

‘‘(v) the non-Federal share of a State, dis-
trict, or local party committee’s administra-
tive and overhead expenses (but not includ-
ing the compensation in any month of an in-
dividual who spends more than 20 percent of 
the individual’s time on Federal election ac-
tivity) as determined by a regulation pro-
mulgated by the Commission to determine 
the non-Federal share of a State, district, or 
local party committee’s administrative and 
overhead expenses; and 

‘‘(vi) the cost of constructing or pur-
chasing an office facility or equipment for a 
State, district or local committee. 

‘‘(C) GENERIC CAMPAIGN ACTIVITY.—The 
term ‘generic campaign activity’ means an 
activity that promotes a political party and 
does not promote a candidate or non-Federal 
candidate. 

‘‘(c) FUNDRAISING COSTS.—An amount spent 
by a national, State, district, or local com-
mittee of a political party, by an entity that 
is established, financed, maintained, or con-
trolled by a national, State, district, or local 
committee of a political party, or by an 
agent or officer of any such committee or en-
tity, to raise funds that are used, in whole or 
in part, to pay the costs of a Federal election 
activity shall be made from funds subject to 
the limitations, prohibitions, and reporting 
requirements of this Act. 

‘‘(d) TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS.—A na-
tional, State, district, or local committee of 
a political party (including a national con-
gressional campaign committee of a political 
party), an entity that is directly or indi-
rectly established, financed, maintained, or 
controlled by any such national, State, dis-
trict, or local committee or its agent, and an 
officer or agent acting on behalf of any such 
party committee or entity, shall not solicit 
any funds for, or make or direct any dona-
tions to, an organization that is described in 
section 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 and exempt from taxation under sec-
tion 501(a) of such Code (or has submitted an 
application for determination of tax exempt 
status under such section). 

‘‘(e) CANDIDATES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A candidate, individual 

holding Federal office, agent of a candidate 
or individual holding Federal office, or an 
entity directly or indirectly established, fi-
nanced, maintained or controlled by or act-
ing on behalf of one or more candidates or 
individuals holding Federal office, shall 
not— 

‘‘(A) solicit, receive, direct, transfer, or 
spend funds in connection with an election 
for Federal office, including funds for any 
Federal election activity, unless the funds 
are subject to the limitations, prohibitions, 
and reporting requirements of this Act; or 

‘‘(B) solicit, receive, direct, transfer, or 
spend funds in connection with any election 
other than an election for Federal office or 
disburse funds in connection with such an 
election unless the funds— 

‘‘(i) are not in excess of the amounts per-
mitted with respect to contributions to can-
didates and political committees under para-
graphs (1) and (2) of section 315(a); and 

‘‘(ii) are not from sources prohibited by 
this Act from making contributions with re-
spect to an election for Federal office. 

‘‘(2) STATE LAW.—Paragraph (1) does not 
apply to the solicitation, receipt, or spending 
of funds by an individual who is a candidate 
for a State or local office in connection with 
such election for State or local office if the 
solicitation, receipt, or spending of funds is 
permitted under State law for any activity 
other than a Federal election activity. 

‘‘(3) FUNDRAISING EVENTS.—Notwith-
standing paragraph (1), a candidate may at-
tend, speak, or be a featured guest at a fund-
raising event for a State, district, or local 
committee of a political party.’’. 
SEC. 3. INCREASED CONTRIBUTION LIMITS FOR 

STATE COMMITTEES OF POLITICAL 
PARTIES AND AGGREGATE CON-
TRIBUTION LIMIT FOR INDIVIDUALS. 

(a) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT FOR STATE COMMIT-
TEES OF POLITICAL PARTIES.—Section 
315(a)(1) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (C)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘(other than a committee 

described in subparagraph (D))’’ after ‘‘com-
mittee’’; and 

(B) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) to a political committee established 

and maintained by a State committee of a 
political party in any calendar year which, 
in the aggregate, exceed $10,000.’’. 

(b) AGGREGATE CONTRIBUTION LIMIT FOR IN-
DIVIDUAL.—Section 315(a)(3) of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
441a(a)(3)) is amended by striking ‘‘$25,000’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$30,000’’. 
SEC. 4. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 304 
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 
(2 U.S.C. 434) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(d) POLITICAL COMMITTEES.— 
‘‘(1) NATIONAL AND CONGRESSIONAL POLIT-

ICAL COMMITTEES.—The national committee 
of a political party, any national congres-
sional campaign committee of a political 
party, and any subordinate committee of ei-
ther, shall report all receipts and disburse-
ments during the reporting period. 

‘‘(2) OTHER POLITICAL COMMITTEES TO WHICH 
SECTION 323 APPLIES.—In addition to any 
other reporting requirements applicable 
under this Act, a political committee (not 
described in paragraph (1)) to which section 
323(b)(1) applies shall report all receipts and 
disbursements made for activities described 
in subparagraphs (A) and (B)(v) of section 
323(b)(2). 

‘‘(3) ITEMIZATION.—If a political committee 
has receipts or disbursements to which this 
subsection applies from any person aggre-
gating in excess of $200 for any calendar 
year, the political committee shall sepa-
rately itemize its reporting for such person 
in the same manner as required in para-
graphs (3)(A), (5), and (6) of subsection (b). 

‘‘(4) REPORTING PERIODS.—Reports required 
to be filed under this subsection shall be 
filed for the same time periods required for 
political committees under subsection (a).’’. 

(b) BUILDING FUND EXCEPTION TO THE DEFI-
NITION OF CONTRIBUTION.—Section 301(8)(B) of 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 431(8)(B)) is amended— 

(1) by striking clause (viii); and 
(2) by redesignating clauses (ix) through 

(xiv) as clauses (viii) through (xiii), respec-
tively. 

SEC. 5. CODIFICATION OF BECK DECISION. 
Section 8 of the National Labor Relations 

Act (29 U.S.C. 158) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(h) NONUNION MEMBER PAYMENTS TO 
LABOR ORGANIZATION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be an unfair 
labor practice for any labor organization 
which receives a payment from an employee 
pursuant to an agreement that requires em-
ployees who are not members of the organi-
zation to make payments to such organiza-
tion in lieu of organization dues or fees not 
to establish and implement the objection 
procedure described in paragraph (2). 

‘‘(2) OBJECTION PROCEDURE.—The objection 
procedure required under paragraph (1) shall 
meet the following requirements: 

‘‘(A) The labor organization shall annually 
provide to employees who are covered by 
such agreement but are not members of the 
organization— 

‘‘(i) reasonable personal notice of the ob-
jection procedure, the employees eligible to 
invoke the procedure, and the time, place, 
and manner for filing an objection; and 

‘‘(ii) reasonable opportunity to file an ob-
jection to paying for organization expendi-
tures supporting political activities unre-
lated to collective bargaining, including but 
not limited to the opportunity to file such 
objection by mail. 

‘‘(B) If an employee who is not a member of 
the labor organization files an objection 
under the procedure in subparagraph (A), 
such organization shall— 

‘‘(i) reduce the payments in lieu of organi-
zation dues or fees by such employee by an 
amount which reasonably reflects the ratio 
that the organization’s expenditures sup-
porting political activities unrelated to col-
lective bargaining bears to such organiza-
tion’s total expenditures; and 

‘‘(ii) provide such employee with a reason-
able explanation of the organization’s cal-
culation of such reduction, including calcu-
lating the amount of organization expendi-
tures supporting political activities unre-
lated to collective bargaining. 

‘‘(3) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘expenditures supporting political ac-
tivities unrelated to collective bargaining’ 
means expenditures in connection with a 
Federal, State, or local election or in con-
nection with efforts to influence legislation 
unrelated to collective bargaining.’’. 

The provisions of the Act shall take effect 
one day after date of enactment. 
SEC. ll. DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR 

CERTAIN MONEY EXPENDITURES OF 
POLITICAL PARTIES. 

(a) TRANSFERS OF FUNDS BY NATIONAL PO-
LITICAL PARTIES.—Section 304(b)(4) of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 434(b)(4)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (H); 

(2) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (I); and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(J) in the case of a political committee of 
a national political party, all funds trans-
ferred to any political committee of a State 
or local political party, without regard to 
whether or not the funds are otherwise treat-
ed as contributions or expenditures under 
this title;’’. 

(b) DISCLOSURE BY STATE AND LOCAL POLIT-
ICAL PARTIES OF INFORMATION REPORTED 
UNDER STATE LAW.—Section 304 of Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434), 
as amended by section 4, is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 
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‘‘(e) If a political committee of a State or 

local political party is required under a 
State or local law to submit a report to an 
entity of State or local government regard-
ing its disbursements, the committee shall 
file a copy of the report with the Commis-
sion at the same time it submits the report 
to such entity.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to elections occurring after January 2001. 
SEC. ll. PROMOTING EXPEDITED AVAILABILITY 

OF FEC REPORTS. 
(a) MANDATORY ELECTRONIC FILING.—Sec-

tion 304(a)(11)(A) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(11)(A)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘permit reports re-
quired by’’ and inserting ‘‘require reports 
under’’. 

(b) REQUIRING REPORTS FOR ALL CONTRIBU-
TIONS MADE TO ANY POLITICAL COMMITTEE 
WITHIN 90 DAYS OF ELECTION; REQUIRING RE-
PORTS TO BE MADE WITHIN 24 HOURS.—Sec-
tion 304(a)(6) of Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(6)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(6)(A) Each political committee shall no-
tify the Secretary or the Commission, and 
the Secretary of State, as appropriate, in 
writing, of any contribution received by the 
committee during the period which begins on 
the 90th day before an election and ends at 
the time the polls close for such election. 
This notification shall be made within 24 
hours (or, if earlier, by midnight of the day 
on which the contribution is deposited) after 
the receipt of such contribution and shall in-
clude the name of the candidate involved (as 
appropriate) and the office sought by the 
candidate, the identification of the contrib-
utor, and the date of receipt and amount of 
the contribution. 

‘‘(B) The notification required under this 
paragraph shall be in addition to all other 
reporting requirements under this Act.’’. 

(c) INCREASING ELECTRONIC DISCLOSURE.— 
Section 304 of Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)), as amended by 
section 6(b), is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(f) The Commission shall make the infor-
mation contained in the reports submitted 
under this section available on the Internet 
and publicly available at the offices of the 
Commission as soon as practicable (but in no 
case later than 24 hours) after the informa-
tion is received by the Commission.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to reports for periods beginning on or after 
January 1, 2001. 

HAGEL AMENDMENTS NOS. 2300– 
2301 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. HAGEL submitted two amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1593, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 2300 
Beginning on page 1, strike line 7 and all 

that follows through page 8, line 6, and insert 
the following: 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 
et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 323. SOFT MONEY OF POLITICAL PARTIES. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A national committee of 
a political party, a Senatorial or Congres-
sional Campaign Committee of a national 
political party, or an entity directly or indi-
rectly established, financed, maintained, or 

controlled by such committee shall not ac-
cept a contribution, donation, gift, or trans-
fer of funds of any kind (not including a 
transfer from another committee of the po-
litical party) from a person, during a cal-
endar year, in an aggregate amount in excess 
of $60,000. 

‘‘(b) AGGREGATE LIMIT ON DONOR.—A per-
son shall not make an aggregate amount of 
disbursements described in subsection (a) in 
excess of $60,000 in any calendar year. 

‘‘(c) INDEX OF AMOUNT.—In the case of any 
calendar year after 1999— 

‘‘(1) each $60,000 amount under subsections 
(a) and (b) shall be increased based on the in-
crease in the price index determined under 
section 315(c), except that the base period 
shall be calendar year 1999; and 

‘‘(2) each amount so increased shall be the 
amount in effect for the calendar year.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
315(a) of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘No per-
son’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to section 323(b), 
no person’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘No multi-
candidate’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to section 
323(b), no multicandidate’’. 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. 6. INCREASE IN CONTRIBUTION LIMITS. 

(a) INCREASE IN INDIVIDUAL AND POLITICAL 
COMMITTEE CONTRIBUTION LIMITS.—Section 
315(a) of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking 

‘‘$1,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$3,000’’; 
(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking 

‘‘$20,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$60,000’’; and 
(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking 

‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$15,000’’; and 
(2) in paragraph (3), as amended by section 

3(b)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$30,000’’ and inserting 

‘‘$75,000’’; and 
(B) by striking the second sentence. 
(b) INCREASE IN MULTICANDIDATE LIMITS.— 

Section 315(a)(2) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(2)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking 
‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$7,500’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking 
‘‘$15,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$30,000’’; and 

(3) in subparagraph (C), by striking 
‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$7,500’’. 

(c) INDEXING.—Section 315(c) of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
441a(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking the second and third sen-

tences; 
(B) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ before ‘‘At the be-

ginning’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) Except as provided in subparagraph 

(C), in any calendar year after 1999— 
‘‘(i) a limitation established by subsection 

(a), (b), or (d) shall be increased by the per-
cent difference determined under subpara-
graph (A); and 

‘‘(ii) each amount so increased shall re-
main in effect for the calendar year. 

‘‘(C) In the case of limitations under para-
graphs (1)(A) and (2)(A) of subsection (a), 
each amount increased under subparagraph 
(B) shall remain in effect for the 2-year pe-
riod beginning on the first day following the 
date of the last general election in the year 
preceding the year in which the amount is 
increased and ending on the date of the next 
general election.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘means 
the calendar year 1974’’ and inserting 
‘‘means— 

‘‘(i) for purposes of subsections (b) and (d), 
calendar year 1974; and 

‘‘(ii) for purposes of subsection (a), cal-
endar year 1999’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to calendar years be-
ginning after December 31, 1999. 

(2) TRANSITION RULE.—For purposes of in-
dexing amounts for a 2-year period under 
subparagraph (C) of section 315(c)(1) of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as 
added by subsection (c)(1)(C) of this section, 
the period beginning on January 1, 2000, and 
ending on the date of the first general elec-
tion after the date of the enactment of this 
Act shall be treated as a 2-year period. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2301 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 

SEC. 6. PUBLIC ACCESS TO BROADCASTING 
RECORDS. 

Section 315 of the Communications Act of 
1934 (47 U.S.C. 315) is amended by redesig-
nating subsections (c) and (d) as subsections 
(d) and (e), respectively, and inserting after 
subsection (b) the following: 

‘‘(c) POLITICAL RECORD.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A licensee shall main-

tain, and make available for public inspec-
tion, a complete record of a request to pur-
chase broadcast time that— 

‘‘(A) is made by or on behalf of a legally 
qualified candidate for public office; or 

‘‘(B) communicates a message relating to 
any political matter of national importance, 
including— 

‘‘(i) a legally qualified candidate; 
‘‘(ii) any election to Federal office; or 
‘‘(iii) a national legislative issue of public 

importance. 
‘‘(2) CONTENTS OF RECORD.—A record main-

tained under paragraph (1) shall contain in-
formation regarding— 

‘‘(A) whether the request to purchase 
broadcast time is accepted or rejected by the 
licensee; 

‘‘(B) the rate charged for the broadcast 
time; 

‘‘(D) the date and time that the commu-
nication is aired; 

‘‘(E) the class of time that is purchased; 
‘‘(F) the name of the candidate to which 

the communication refers and the office to 
which the candidate is seeking election, the 
election to which the communication refers, 
or the issue to which the communication re-
fers (as applicable); 

‘‘(G) in the case of a request made by, or on 
behalf of, a candidate, the name of the can-
didate, the authorized committee of the can-
didate, and the treasurer of such committee; 
and 

‘‘(H) in the case of any other request, the 
name of the person purchasing the time, the 
name, address, and phone number of a con-
tact person for such person, and a list of the 
chief executive officers or members of the 
executive committee or of the board of direc-
tors of such person. 

‘‘(3) TIME TO MAINTAIN FILE.—The informa-
tion required under this subsection shall be 
placed in a political file as soon as possible 
and shall be retained by the licensee for a pe-
riod of not less than 2 years.’’. 
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APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE GOV-

ERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2000 

HUTCHISON (AND DURBIN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2302 

Mr. SESSIONS (for Mrs. HUTCHISON 
(for herself and Mr. DURBIN)) proposed 
an amendment to the bill (H.R. 3064) 
making appropriations for the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes; 
as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert: 

That the following sums are appropriated, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, for the District of Colum-
bia for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2000, and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I—FISCAL YEAR 2000 
APPROPRIATIONS 

FEDERAL FUNDS 

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR RESIDENT TUITION 
SUPPORT 

For a Federal payment to the District of 
Columbia for a program to be administered 
by the Mayor for District of Columbia resi-
dent tuition support, subject to the enact-
ment of authorizing legislation for such pro-
gram by Congress, $17,000,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That such 
funds may be used on behalf of eligible Dis-
trict of Columbia residents to pay an amount 
based upon the difference between in-State 
and out-of-State tuition at public institu-
tions of higher education, usable at both 
public and private institutions of higher edu-
cation: Provided further, That the awarding 
of such funds may be prioritized on the basis 
of a resident’s academic merit and such 
other factors as may be authorized: Provided 
further, That if the authorized program is a 
nation-wide program, the Mayor may expend 
up to $17,000,000: Provided further, That if the 
authorized program is for a limited number 
of states, the Mayor may expend up to 
$11,000,000: Provided further, That the District 
of Columbia may expend funds other than 
the funds provided under this heading, in-
cluding local tax revenues and contributions, 
to support such program. 

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR INCENTIVES FOR 
ADOPTION OF CHILDREN 

For a Federal payment to the District of 
Columbia to create incentives to promote 
the adoption of children in the District of 
Columbia foster care system, $5,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such funds shall remain available 
until September 30, 2001 and shall be used in 
accordance with a program established by 
the Mayor and the Council of the District of 
Columbia and approved by the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate: Provided further, That 
funds provided under this heading may be 
used to cover the costs to the District of Co-
lumbia of providing tax credits to offset the 
costs incurred by individuals in adopting 
children in the District of Columbia foster 
care system and in providing for the health 
care needs of such children, in accordance 
with legislation enacted by the District of 
Columbia government. 

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE CITIZEN COMPLAINT 
REVIEW BOARD 

For a Federal payment to the District of 
Columbia for administrative expenses of the 
Citizen Complaint Review Board, $500,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2001. 

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DEPARTMENT OF 
HUMAN SERVICES 

For a Federal payment to the Department 
of Human Services for a mentoring program 
and for hotline services, $250,000. 

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA CORRECTIONS TRUSTEE OPERATIONS 

For salaries and expenses of the District of 
Columbia Corrections Trustee, $176,000,000 
for the administration and operation of cor-
rectional facilities and for the administra-
tive operating costs of the Office of the Cor-
rections Trustee, as authorized by section 
11202 of the National Capital Revitalization 
and Self-Government Improvement Act of 
1997 (Public Law 105–33; 111 Stat. 712): Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, funds appropriated in this Act 
for the District of Columbia Corrections 
Trustee shall be apportioned quarterly by 
the Office of Management and Budget and 
obligated and expended in the same manner 
as funds appropriated for salaries and ex-
penses of other Federal agencies: Provided 
further, That in addition to the funds pro-
vided under this heading the District of Co-
lumbia Corrections Trustee may use a por-
tion of the interest earned on the Federal 
payment made to the Trustee under the Dis-
trict of Columbia Appropriations Act, 1998, 
(not to exceed $4,600,000) to carry out the ac-
tivities funded under his heading. 

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA COURTS 

For salaries and expenses for the District 
of Columbia Courts, $99,714,000 to be allo-
cated as follows: for the District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals, $7,209,000; for the District 
of Columbia Superior Court, $68,351,000; for 
the District of Columbia Court System, 
$16,154,000; and $8,000,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2001, for capital improve-
ments for District of Columbia courthouse 
facilities: Provided, That of the amounts 
available for operations of the District of Co-
lumbia Courts, not to exceed $2,500,000 shall 
be for the design of an Integrated Justice In-
formation System and that such funds shall 
be used in accordance with a plan and design 
developed by the courts and approved by the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, all amounts under this heading 
shall be apportioned quarterly by the Office 
of Management and Budget and obligated 
and expended in the same manner as funds 
appropriated for salaries and expenses of 
other Federal agencies, with payroll and fi-
nancial services to be provided on a contrac-
tual basis with the General Services Admin-
istration [GSA], said services to include the 
preparation of monthly financial reports, 
copies of which shall be submitted directly 
by GSA to the President and to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
House of Representatives, the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate, and the 
Committee on Government Reform of the 
House of Representatives. 
DEFENDER SERVICES IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

COURTS 
For payments authorized under section 11– 

2604 and section 11–2605, D.C. Code (relating 
to representatives provided under the Dis-
trict of Columbia Criminal Justice Act), pay-

ments for counsel appointed in proceedings 
in the Family Division of the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia under chapter 23 
of title 16, D.C. Code, and payments for coun-
sel authorized under section 21–2060, D.C. 
Code (relating to representation provided 
under the District of Columbia Guardian-
ship, Protective Proceedings, and Durable 
Power of Attorney Act of 1986), $33,336,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That the funds provided in this Act under 
the heading ‘‘Federal Payment to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Courts’’ (other than the 
$8,000,000 provided under such heading for 
capital improvements for District of Colum-
bia courthouse facilities) may also be used 
for payment under this heading: Provided fur-
ther, That in addition to the funds provided 
under this heading, the Joint Committee on 
Judicial Administration in the District of 
Columbia may use a portion (not to exceed 
$1,200,000) of the interest earned on the Fed-
eral payment made to the District of Colum-
bia courts under the District of Columbia 
Appropriations Act, 1999, together with funds 
provided in this Act under the heading ‘‘Fed-
eral Payment to the District of Columbia 
Courts’’ (other than the $8,000,000 provided 
under such heading for capital improvements 
for District of Columbia courthouse facili-
ties), to make payments described under this 
heading for obligations incurred during fis-
cal year 1999 if the Comptroller General cer-
tifies that the amount of obligations law-
fully incurred for such payments during fis-
cal year 1999 exceeds the obligational author-
ity otherwise available for making such pay-
ments: Provided further, That such funds 
shall be administered by the Joint Com-
mittee on Judicial Administration in the 
District of Columbia: Provided further, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
this appropriation shall be apportioned quar-
terly by the Office of Management and Budg-
et and obligated and expended in the same 
manner as funds appropriated for expenses of 
other Federal agencies, with payroll and fi-
nancial services to be provided on a contrac-
tual basis with the General Services Admin-
istration [GSA], said services to include the 
preparation of monthly financial reports, 
copies of which shall be submitted directly 
by GSA to the President and to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
House Representatives, the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate, and the 
Committee on Government Reform of the 
House of Representatives. 
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE COURT SERVICES 

AND OFFENDER SUPERVISION AGENCY FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
For salaries and expenses of the Court 

Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia, as authorized 
by the National Capital Revitalization and 
Self-Government Improvement Act of 1997, 
(Public Law 105–33; 111 Stat. 712), $93,800,000, 
of which $58,600,000 shall be for necessary ex-
penses of Parole Revocation, Adult Proba-
tion, Offender Supervision, and Sex Offender 
Registration, to include expenses relating to 
supervision of adults subject to protection 
orders or provision of services for or related 
to such persons; $17,400,000 shall be available 
to the Public Defender Service; and 
$17,800,000 shall be available to the Pretrial 
Services Agency: Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, all 
amounts under this heading shall be appor-
tioned quarterly by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and obligated and expended 
in the same manner as funds appropriated 
for salaries and expenses of other Federal 
agencies: Provided further, That of the 
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amounts made available under this heading, 
$20,492,000 shall be used in support of uni-
versal drug screening and testing for those 
individuals on pretrial, probation, or parole 
supervision with continued testing, inter-
mediate sanctions, and treatment for those 
identified in need, of which $7,000,000 shall be 
for treatment services. 

CHILDREN’S NATIONAL MEDICAL CENTER 

For a Federal contribution to the Chil-
dren’s National Medical Center in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, $2,500,000 for construction, 
renovation, and information technology in-
frastructure costs associated with estab-
lishing community pediatric health clinics 
for high risk children in medically 
undeserved areas of the District of Columbia. 

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR METROPOLITAN 
POLICE DEPARTMENT 

For payment to the Metropolitan Police 
Department $1,000,000, for a program to 
eliminate open air drug trafficking in the 
District of Columbia: Provided, That the 
Chief of Police shall provide quarterly re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the Senate and House of Representatives 
by the 15th calendar day after the end of 
each quarter beginning December 31, 1999, on 
the status of the project financed under this 
heading. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

DIVISION OF EXPENSES 

The following amounts are appropriated 
for the District of Columbia for the current 
fiscal year out of the general fund of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, except as otherwise spe-
cifically provided. 

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

Governmental direction and support, 
$162,356,000 (including $137,134,000 from local 
funds, $11,670,000 from Federal funds, and 
$13,552,000 from other funds): Provided, That 
not to exceed $2,500 for the Mayor, $2,500 for 
the Chairman of the Council of the District 
of Columbia, and $2,500 for the City Adminis-
trator shall be available from this appropria-
tion for official purposes: Provided further, 
That any program fees collected from the 
issuance of debt shall be available for the 
payment of expenses of the debt manage-
ment program of the District of Columbia: 
Provided further, That no revenues from Fed-
eral sources shall be used to support the op-
erations or activities of the Statehood Com-
mission and Statehood Compact Commis-
sion: Provided further, That the District of 
Columbia shall identify the sources of fund-
ing for Admission to Statehood from its own 
locally-generated revenues: Provided further, 
That all employees permanently assigned to 
work in the Office of the Mayor shall be paid 
from funds allocated to the Office of the 
Mayor: Provided further, That, notwith-
standing any other provision of law now or 
hereafter enacted, no Member of the District 
of Columbia Council eligible to earn a part- 
time salary of $92,520, exclusive of the Coun-
cil Chairman, shall be paid a salary of more 
than $84,635 during fiscal year 2000. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 

Economic development and regulation, 
$190,335,000 (including $52,911,000 from local 
funds, $84,751,000 from Federal funds, and 
$52,673,000 from other funds), of which 
$15,000,000 collected by the District of Colum-
bia in the form of BID tax revenue shall be 
paid to the respective BIDs pursuant to the 
Business Improvement Districts Act of 1996 
(D.C. Law 11–134; D.C. Code, sec. 1–2271 et 
seq.), and the Business Improvement Dis-

tricts Temporary Amendment Act of 1997 
(D.C. Law 12–23): Provided, That such funds 
are available for acquiring services provided 
by the General Services Administration: Pro-
vided further, That Business Improvement 
Districts shall be exempt from taxes levied 
by the District of Columbia. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 
Public safety and justice, including pur-

chase or lease of 135 passenger-carrying vehi-
cles for replacement only, including 130 for 
police-type use and five for fire-type use, 
without regard to the general purchase price 
limitation for the current fiscal year, 
$778,770,000 (including $565,511,000 from local 
funds, $29,012,000 from Federal funds, and 
$184,247,000 from other funds): Provided, That 
the Metropolitan Police Department is au-
thorized to replace not to exceed 25 pas-
senger-carrying vehicles and the Department 
of Fire and Emergency Medical Services of 
the District of Columbia is authorized to re-
place not to exceed five passenger-carrying 
vehicles annually whenever the cost of repair 
to any damaged vehicle exceeds three- 
fourths of the cost of the replacement: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $500,000 
shall be available from this appropriation for 
the Chief of Police for the prevention and de-
tection of crime: Provided further, That the 
Metropolitan Police Department shall pro-
vide quarterly reports to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House and Senate on 
efforts to increase efficiency and improve 
the professionalism in the department: Pro-
vided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, or Mayor’s Order 86– 
45, issued March 18, 1986, the Metropolitan 
Police Department’s delegated small pur-
chase authority shall be $500,000: Provided 
further, That the District of Columbia gov-
ernment may not require the Metropolitan 
Police Department to submit to any other 
procurement review process, or to obtain the 
approval of or be restricted in any manner 
by any official or employee of the District of 
Columbia government, for purchases that do 
not exceed $500,000: Provided further, That the 
Mayor shall reimburse the District of Colum-
bia National Guard for expenses incurred in 
connection with services that are performed 
in emergencies by the National Guard in a 
militia status and are requested by the 
Mayor, in amounts that shall be jointly de-
termined and certified as due and payable for 
these services by the Mayor and the Com-
manding General of the District of Columbia 
National Guard: Provided further, That such 
sums as may be necessary for reimbursement 
to the District of Columbia National Guard 
under the preceding proviso shall be avail-
able from this appropriation, and the avail-
ability of the sums shall be deemed as con-
stituting payment in advance for emergency 
services involved: Provided further, That the 
Metropolitan Police Department is author-
ized to maintain 3,800 sworn officers, with 
leave for a 50 officer attrition: Provided fur-
ther, That no more than 15 members of the 
Metropolitan Police Department shall be de-
tailed or assigned to the Executive Protec-
tion Unit, until the Chief of Police submits a 
recommendation to the Council for its re-
view: Provided further, That $100,000 shall be 
available for inmates released on medical 
and geriatric parole: Provided further, That 
commencing on December 31, 1999, the Met-
ropolitan Police Department shall provide to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and House of Representatives, the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs of the 
Senate, and the Committee on Government 
Reform of the House of Representatives, 
quarterly reports on the status of crime re-

duction in each of the 83 police service areas 
established throughout the District of Co-
lumbia: Provided further, That up to $700,000 
in local funds shall be available for the oper-
ations of the Citizen Complaint Review 
Board. 

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 
Public education system, including the de-

velopment of national defense education pro-
grams, $867,411,000 (including $721,847,000 
from local funds, $120,951,000 from Federal 
funds, and $24,613,000 from other funds), to be 
allocated as follows: $713,197,000 (including 
$600,936,000 from local funds, $106,213,000 from 
Federal funds, and $6,048,000 from other 
funds), for the public schools of the District 
of Columbia; $10,700,000 from local funds for 
the District of Columbia Teachers’ Retire-
ment Fund; $17,000,000 from local funds, pre-
viously appropriated in this Act as a Federal 
payment, for resident tuition support at pub-
lic and private institutions of higher learn-
ing for eligible District of Columbia resi-
dents; $27,885,000 from local funds for public 
charter schools: Provided, That if the en-
tirety of this allocation has not been pro-
vided as payments to any public charter 
schools currently in operation through the 
per pupil funding formula, the funds shall be 
available for new public charter schools on a 
per pupil basis: Provided further, That $480,000 
of this amount shall be available to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Charter School 
Board for administrative costs: $72,347,000 
(including $40,491,000 from local funds, 
$13,536,000 from Federal funds, and $18,320,000 
from other funds) for the University of the 
District of Columbia; $24,171,000 (including 
$23,128,000 from local funds, $798,000 from 
Federal funds, and $245,000 from other funds) 
for the Public Library; $2,111,000 (including 
$1,707,000 from local funds and $404,000 from 
Federal funds) for the Commission on the 
Arts and Humanities: Provided further, That 
the public schools of the District of Colum-
bia are authorized to accept not to exceed 31 
motor vehicles for exclusive use in the driver 
education program: Provided further, That 
not to exceed $2,500 for the Superintendent of 
Schools, $2,500 for the President of the Uni-
versity of the District of Columbia, and 
$2,000 for the Public Librarian shall be avail-
able from this appropriation for official pur-
poses: Provided further, That none of the 
funds contained in this Act may be made 
available to pay the salaries of any District 
of Columbia Public School teacher, prin-
cipal, administrator, official, or employee 
who knowingly provides false enrollment or 
attendance information under article II, sec-
tion 5 of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to provide 
for compulsory school attendance, for the 
taking of a school census in the District of 
Columbia, and for other purposes’’, approved 
February 4, 1925 (D.C. Code, sec. 31–401 et 
seq.): Provided further, That this appropria-
tion shall not be available to subsidize the 
education of any nonresident of the District 
of Columbia at any District of Columbia pub-
lic elementary and secondary school during 
fiscal year 2000 unless the nonresident pays 
tuition to the District of Columbia at a rate 
that covers 100 percent of the costs incurred 
by the District of Columbia which are attrib-
utable to the education of the nonresident 
(as established by the Superintendent of the 
District of Columbia Public Schools): Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall 
not be available to subsidize the education of 
nonresidents of the District of Columbia at 
the University of the District of Columbia, 
unless the Board of Trustees of the Univer-
sity of the District of Columbia adopts, for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, a 

VerDate May 21 2004 08:44 Jun 14, 2004 Jkt 039102 PO 00000 Frm 00063 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S15OC9.002 S15OC9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 25575 October 15, 1999 
tuition rate schedule that will establish the 
tuition rate for nonresident students at a 
level no lower than the nonresident tuition 
rate charged at comparable public institu-
tions of higher education in the metropoli-
tan area: Provided further, That the District 
of Columbia Public Schools shall not spend 
less than $365,500,000 on local schools through 
the Weighted Student Formula in fiscal year 
2000: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia shall 
apportion from the budget of the District of 
Columbia Public Schools a sum totaling 5 
percent of the total budget to be set aside 
until the current student count for Public 
and Charter schools has been completed, and 
that this amount shall be apportioned be-
tween the Public and Charter schools based 
on their respective student population count: 
Provided further, That the District of Colum-
bia Public Schools may spend $500,000 to en-
gage in a Schools Without Violence program 
based on a model developed by the Univer-
sity of North Carolina, located in Greens-
boro, North Carolina. 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 
Human support services, $1,526,361,000 (in-

cluding $635,373,000 from local funds, 
$875,814,000 from Federal funds, and 
$15,174,000 from other funds): Provided, That 
$25,150,000 of this appropriation, to remain 
available until expended, shall be available 
solely for District of Columbia employees’ 
disability compensation: Provided further, 
That a peer review committee shall be estab-
lished to review medical payments and the 
type of service received by a disability com-
pensation claimant: Provided further, That 
the District of Columbia shall not provide 
free government services such as water, 
sewer, solid waste disposal or collection, 
utilities, maintenance, repairs, or similar 
services to any legally constituted private 
nonprofit organization, as defined in section 
411(5) of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act (101 Stat. 485; Public Law 100– 
77; 42 U.S.C. 11371), providing emergency 
shelter services in the District, if the Dis-
trict would not be qualified to receive reim-
bursement pursuant to such Act (101 Stat. 
485; Public Law 100–77; 42 U.S.C. 11301 et 
seq.). 

PUBLIC WORKS 
Public works, including rental of one pas-

senger-carrying vehicle for use by the Mayor 
and three passenger-carrying vehicles for use 
by the Council of the District of Columbia 
and leasing of passenger-carrying vehicles, 
$271,395,000 (including $258,341,000 from local 
funds, $3,099,000 from Federal funds, and 
$9,955,000 from other funds): Provided, That 
this appropriation shall not be available for 
collecting ashes or miscellaneous refuse 
from hotels and places of business. 

RECEIVERSHIP PROGRAMS 
For all agencies of the District of Colum-

bia government under court ordered receiv-
ership, $342,077,000 (including $217,606,000 
from local funds, $106,111,000 from Federal 
funds, and $18,360,000 from other funds). 

WORKFORCE INVESTMENTS 
For workforce investments, $8,500,000 from 

local funds, to be transferred by the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia within the var-
ious appropriation headings in this Act for 
which employees are properly payable. 

RESERVE 
For a reserve to be established by the Chief 

Financial Officer of the District of Columbia 
and the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority, $150,000,000 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FINANCIAL RESPONSI-
BILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE AU-
THORITY 
For the District of Columbia Financial Re-

sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority, established by section 101(a) of the 
District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Act of 
1995 (109 Stat. 97; Public Law 104–8), 
$3,140,000: Provided, That none of the funds 
contained in this Act may be used to pay any 
compensation of the Executive Director or 
General Counsel of the Authority at a rate in 
excess of the maximum rate of compensation 
which may be paid to such individual during 
fiscal year 2000 under section 102 of such Act, 
as determined by the Comptroller General 
(as described in GAO letter report B– 
279095.2). 

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 
For payment of principal, interest and cer-

tain fees directly resulting from borrowing 
by the District of Columbia to fund District 
of Columbia capital projects as authorized 
by sections 462, 475, and 490 of the District of 
Columbia Home Rule Act, approved Decem-
ber 24, 1973, as amended, and that funds shall 
be allocated for expenses associated with the 
Wilson Building, $328,417,000 from local 
funds: Provided, That for equipment leases, 
the Mayor may finance $27,527,000 of equip-
ment cost, plus cost of issuance not to ex-
ceed 2 percent of the par amount being fi-
nanced on a lease purchase basis with a ma-
turity not to exceed 5 years: Provided further, 
That $5,300,000 is allocated to the Metropoli-
tan Police Department, $3,200,000 for the Fire 
and Emergency Medical Services Depart-
ment, $350,000 for the Department of Correc-
tions, $15,949,000 for the Department of Pub-
lic Works and $2,728,000 for the Public Ben-
efit Corporation. 

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND RECOVERY 
DEBT 

For the purpose of eliminating the 
$331,589,000 general fund accumulated deficit 
as of September 30, 1990, $38,286,000 from 
local funds, as authorized by section 461(a) of 
the District of Columbia Home Rule Act (105 
Stat. 540; D.C. Code, sec. 47–321(a)(1)). 

PAYMENT OF INTEREST ON SHORT-TERM 
BORROWING 

For payment of interest on short-term bor-
rowing, $9,000,000 from local funds. 

CERTIFICATES OF PARTICIPATION 
For lease payments in accordance with the 

Certificates of Participation involving the 
land site underlying the building located at 
One Judiciary Square, $7,950,000 from local 
funds. 

OPTICAL AND DENTAL INSURANCE PAYMENTS 
For optical and dental insurance pay-

ments, $1,295,000 from local funds. 
PRODUCTIVITY BANK 

The Chief Financial Officer of the District 
of Columbia, under the direction of the 
Mayor and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, shall finance projects total-
ing $20,000,000 in local funds that result in 
cost savings or additional revenues, by an 
amount equal to such financing: Provided, 
That the Mayor shall provide quarterly re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate by the 15th calendar day after the end of 
each quarter beginning December 31, 1999, on 
the status of the projects financed under this 
heading. 

PRODUCTIVITY BANK SAVINGS 
The Chief Financial Officer of the District 

of Columbia, under the direction of the 

Mayor and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, shall make reductions total-
ing $20,000,000 in local funds. The reductions 
are to be allocated to projects funded 
through the Productivity Bank that produce 
cost savings or additional revenue in an 
amount equal to the Productivity Bank fi-
nancing: Provided, That the Mayor shall pro-
vide quarterly reports to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate by the 15th calendar 
day after the end of each quarter beginning 
December 31, 1999, on the status of the cost 
savings or additional revenues funded under 
this heading. 

PROCUREMENT AND MANAGEMENT SAVINGS 
The Chief Financial Officer of the District 

of Columbia, under the direction of the 
Mayor and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, shall make reductions 
of $14,457,000 for general supply schedule sav-
ings and $7,000,000 for management reform 
savings, in local funds to one or more of the 
appropriation headings in this Act: Provided, 
That the Mayor shall provide quarterly re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate by the 15th calendar day after the end of 
each quarter beginning December 31, 1999, on 
the status of the general supply schedule 
savings and management reform savings pro-
jected under this heading. 

ENTERPRISE AND OTHER FUNDS 
WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY AND THE 

WASHINGTON AQUEDUCT 
For operation of the Water and Sewer Au-

thority and the Washington Aqueduct, 
$279,608,000 from other funds (including 
$236,075,000 for the Water and Sewer Author-
ity and $43,533,000 for the Washington Aque-
duct) of which $35,222,000 shall be appor-
tioned and payable to the District’s debt 
service fund for repayment of loans and in-
terest incurred for capital improvement 
projects. 

For construction projects, $197,169,000, as 
authorized by an Act authorizing the laying 
of watermains and service sewers in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the levying of assessments 
therefor, and for other purposes (33 Stat. 244; 
Public Law 58–140; D.C. Code, sec. 43–1512 et 
seq.): Provided, That the requirements and 
restrictions that are applicable to general 
fund capital improvements projects and set 
forth in this Act under the Capital Outlay 
appropriation title shall apply to projects 
approved under this appropriation title. 
LOTTERY AND CHARITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE 

FUND 
For the Lottery and Charitable Games En-

terprise Fund, established by the District of 
Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1982 (95 Stat. 1174 
and 1175; Public Law 97–91), for the purpose 
of implementing the Law to Legalize Lot-
teries, Daily Numbers Games, and Bingo and 
Raffles for Charitable Purposes in the Dis-
trict of Columbia (D.C. Law 3–172; D.C. Code, 
sec. 2–2501 et seq. and sec. 22–1516 et seq.), 
$234,400,000: Provided, That the District of Co-
lumbia shall identify the source of funding 
for this appropriation title from the Dis-
trict’s own locally generated revenues: Pro-
vided further, That no revenues from Federal 
sources shall be used to support the oper-
ations or activities of the Lottery and Chari-
table Games Control Board. 

SPORTS AND ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION 
For the Sports and Entertainment Com-

mission, $10,846,000 from other funds for ex-
penses incurred by the Armory Board in the 
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exercise of its powers granted by the Act en-
titled ‘‘An Act To Establish A District of Co-
lumbia Armory Board, and for other pur-
poses’’ (62 Stat. 339; D.C. Code, sec. 2–301 et 
seq.) and the District of Columbia Stadium 
Act of 1957 (71 Stat. 619; Public Law 85–300; 
D.C. Code, sec. 2–321 et seq.): Provided, That 
the Mayor shall submit a budget for the Ar-
mory Board for the forthcoming fiscal year 
as required by section 442(b) of the District 
of Columbia Home Rule Act (87 Stat. 824; 
Public Law 93–198; D.C. Code, sec. 47–301(b)). 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HEALTH AND 
HOSPITALS PUBLIC BENEFIT CORPORATION 

For the District of Columbia Health and 
Hospitals Public Benefit Corporation, estab-
lished by D.C. Law 11–212. D.C. Code, sec. 32– 
262.2, $133,443,000 of which $44,435,000 shall be 
derived by transfer from the general fund 
and $89,008,000 from other funds. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RETIREMENT BOARD 
For the District of Columbia Retirement 

Board, established by section 121 of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Retirement Reform Act of 
1979 (93 Stat. 866; D.C. Code, sec. 1–711), 
$9,892,000 from the earnings of the applicable 
retirement funds to pay legal, management, 
investment, and other fees and administra-
tive expenses of the District of Columbia Re-
tirement Board: Provided, That the District 
of Columbia Retirement Board shall provide 
to the Congress and to the Council of the 
District of Columbia a quarterly report of 
the allocations of charges by fund and of ex-
penditures of all funds: Provided further, That 
the District of Columbia Retirement Board 
shall provide the Mayor, for transmittal to 
the Council of the District of Columbia, an 
itemized accounting of the planned use of ap-
propriated funds in time for each annual 
budget submission and the actual use of such 
funds in time for each annual audited finan-
cial report: Provided further, That section 
121(c)(1) of the District of Columbia Retire-
ment Reform Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1–711(c)(1)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘the total amount to 
which a member may be entitled’’ and all 
that follows and inserting the following: 
‘‘the total amount to which a member may 
be entitled under this subsection during a 
year (beginning with 1998) may not exceed 
$5,000, except that in the case of the Chair-
man of the Board and the Chairman of the 
Investment Committee of the Board such 
amount may not exceed $7,500 (beginning 
with 2000).’’. 

CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES FUNDS 
For the Correctional Industries Fund, es-

tablished by the District of Columbia Correc-
tional Industries Establishment Act (78 Stat. 
1000; Public Law 88–622), $1,810,000 from other 
funds. 
WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER ENTERPRISE 

FUND 
For the Washington Convention Center En-

terprise Fund, $50,226,000 from other funds. 
CAPITAL OUTLAY 

(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 
For construction projects, $1,260,524,000 of 

which $929,450,000 is from local funds, 
$54,050,000 is from the highway trust fund, 
and $277,024,000 is from Federal funds, and a 
rescission of $41,886,500 from local funds ap-
propriated under this heading in prior fiscal 
years, for a net amount of $1,218,637,500 to re-
main available until expended: Provided, 
That funds for use of each capital project im-
plementing agency shall be managed and 
controlled in accordance with all procedures 
and limitations established under the Finan-
cial Management System: Provided further, 
That all funds provided by this appropriation 

title shall be available only for the specific 
projects and purposes intended: Provided fur-
ther, That notwithstanding the foregoing, all 
authorizations for capital outlay projects, 
except those projects covered by the first 
sentence of section 23(a) of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 827; Public Law 
90–495; D.C. Code, sec. 7–134, note), for which 
funds are provided by this appropriation 
title, shall expire on September 30, 2001, ex-
cept authorizations for projects as to which 
funds have been obligated in whole or in part 
prior to September 30, 2001: Provided further, 
That upon expiration of any such project au-
thorization, the funds provided herein for the 
project shall lapse. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 101. The expenditure of any appropria-

tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those 
contracts where such expenditures are a 
matter of public record and available for 
public inspection, except where otherwise 
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law. 

SEC. 102. Except as otherwise provided in 
this Act, all vouchers covering expenditures 
of appropriations contained in this Act shall 
be audited before payment by the designated 
certifying official, and the vouchers as ap-
proved shall be paid by checks issued by the 
designated disbursing official. 

SEC. 103. Whenever in this Act, an amount 
is specified within an appropriation for par-
ticular purposes or objects of expenditure, 
such amount, unless otherwise specified, 
shall be considered as the maximum amount 
that may be expended for said purpose or ob-
ject rather than an amount set apart exclu-
sively therefor. 

SEC. 104. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available, when authorized by the Mayor, 
for allowances for privately owned auto-
mobiles and motorcycles used for the per-
formance of official duties at rates estab-
lished by the Mayor: Provided, That such 
rates shall not exceed the maximum pre-
vailing rates for such vehicles as prescribed 
in the Federal Property Management Regu-
lations 101–7 (Federal Travel Regulations). 

SEC. 105. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available for expenses of travel and for 
the payment of dues of organizations con-
cerned with the work of the District of Co-
lumbia government, when authorized by the 
Mayor: Provided, That in the case of the 
Council of the District of Columbia, funds 
may be expended with the authorization of 
the chair of the Council. 

SEC. 106. There are appropriated from the 
applicable funds of the District of Columbia 
such sums as may be necessary for making 
refunds and for the payment of judgments 
that have been entered against the District 
of Columbia government: Provided, That 
nothing contained in this section shall be 
construed as modifying or affecting the pro-
visions of section 11(c)(3) of title XII of the 
District of Columbia Income and Franchise 
Tax Act of 1947 (70 Stat. 78; Public Law 84– 
460; D.C. Code, sec. 47–1812.11(c)(3)). 

SEC. 107. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available for the payment of public assist-
ance without reference to the requirement of 
section 544 of the District of Columbia Public 
Assistance Act of 1982 (D.C. Law 4–101; D.C. 
Code, sec. 3–205.44), and for the payment of 
the non-Federal share of funds necessary to 
qualify for grants under subtitle A of title II 
of the Violent Crime Control and Law En-
forcement Act of 1994. 

SEC. 108. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for 

obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 109. No funds appropriated in this Act 
for the District of Columbia government for 
the operation of educational institutions, 
the compensation of personnel, or for other 
educational purposes may be used to permit, 
encourage, facilitate, or further partisan po-
litical activities. Nothing herein is intended 
to prohibit the availability of school build-
ings for the use of any community or par-
tisan political group during non-school 
hours. 

SEC. 110. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act shall be made available to pay the 
salary of any employee of the District of Co-
lumbia government whose name, title, grade, 
salary, past work experience, and salary his-
tory are not available for inspection by the 
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions, the Subcommittee on the District of 
Columbia of the House Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform, the Subcommittee on Over-
sight of Government Management, Restruc-
turing and the District of Columbia of the 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, 
and the Council of the District of Columbia, 
or their duly authorized representative. 

SEC. 111. There are appropriated from the 
applicable funds of the District of Columbia 
such sums as may be necessary for making 
payments authorized by the District of Co-
lumbia Revenue Recovery Act of 1977 (D.C. 
Law 2–20; D.C. Code, sec. 47–421 et seq.). 

SEC. 112. No part of this appropriation shall 
be used for publicity or propaganda purposes 
or implementation of any policy including 
boycott designed to support or defeat legisla-
tion pending before Congress or any State 
legislature. 

SEC. 113. At the start of the fiscal year, the 
Mayor shall develop an annual plan, by quar-
ter and by project, for capital outlay bor-
rowings: Provided, That within a reasonable 
time after the close of each quarter, the 
Mayor shall report to the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Congress the ac-
tual borrowings and spending progress com-
pared with projections. 

SEC. 114. The Mayor shall not borrow any 
funds for capital projects unless the Mayor 
has obtained prior approval from the Council 
of the District of Columbia, by resolution, 
identifying the projects and amounts to be 
financed with such borrowings. 

SEC. 115. The Mayor shall not expend any 
moneys borrowed for capital projects for the 
operating expenses of the District of Colum-
bia government. 

SEC. 116. None of the funds provided under 
this Act to the agencies funded by this Act, 
both Federal and District government agen-
cies, that remain available for obligation or 
expenditure in fiscal year 2000, or provided 
from any accounts in the Treasury of the 
United States derived by the collection of 
fees available to the agencies funded by this 
Act, shall be available for obligation or ex-
penditure for an agency through a re-
programming of funds which: (1) creates new 
programs; (2) eliminates a program, project, 
or responsibility center; (3) establishes or 
changes allocations specifically denied, lim-
ited or increased by Congress in the Act; (4) 
increases funds or personnel by any means 
for any program, project, or responsibility 
center for which funds have been denied or 
restricted; (5) reestablishes through re-
programming any program or project pre-
viously deferred through reprogramming; (6) 
augments existing programs, projects, or re-
sponsibility centers through a reprogram-
ming of funds in excess of $1,000,000 or 10 per-
cent, whichever is less; or (7) increases by 20 
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percent or more personnel assigned to a spe-
cific program, project, or responsibility cen-
ter; unless the Appropriations Committees of 
both the Senate and House of Representa-
tives are notified in writing 30 days in ad-
vance of any reprogramming as set forth in 
this section. 

SEC. 117. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex-
pended to provide a personal cook, chauffeur, 
or other personal servants to any officer or 
employee of the District of Columbia govern-
ment. 

SEC. 118. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex-
pended to procure passenger automobiles as 
defined in the Automobile Fuel Efficiency 
Act of 1980 (94 Stat. 1824; Public Law 96–425; 
15 U.S.C. 2001(2)), with an Environmental 
Protection Agency estimated miles per gal-
lon average of less than 22 miles per gallon: 
Provided, That this section shall not apply to 
security, emergency rescue, or armored vehi-
cles. 

SEC. 119. (a) CITY ADMINISTRATOR.—The 
last sentence of section 422(7) of the District 
of Columbia Home Rule Act (D.C. Code, sec. 
1–242(7)) is amended by striking ‘‘, not to ex-
ceed’’ and all that follows and inserting a pe-
riod. 

(b) BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF REDEVELOP-
MENT LAND AGENCY.—Section 1108(c)(2)(F) of 
the District of Columbia Government Com-
prehensive Merit Personnel Act of 1978 (D.C. 
Code, sec. 1–612.8(c)(2)(F)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(F) Redevelopment Land Agency board 
members shall be paid per diem compensa-
tion at a rate established by the Mayor, ex-
cept that such rate may not exceed the daily 
equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay for 
level 15 of the District Schedule for each day 
(including travel time) during which they 
are engaged in the actual performance of 
their duties.’’. 

SEC. 120. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of law, the provisions of the District of 
Columbia Government Comprehensive Merit 
Personnel Act of 1978 (D.C. Law 2–139; D.C. 
Code, sec. 1–601.1 et seq.), enacted pursuant 
to section 422(3) of the District of Columbia 
Home Rule Act (87 Stat. 790; Public Law 93– 
198; D.C. Code, sec. 1–242(3)), shall apply with 
respect to the compensation of District of 
Columbia employees: Provided, That for pay 
purposes, employees of the District of Co-
lumbia government shall not be subject to 
the provisions of title 5, United States Code. 

SEC. 121. No later than 30 days after the 
end of the first quarter of the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall submit to the Council 
of the District of Columbia the new fiscal 
year 2000 revenue estimates as of the end of 
the first quarter of fiscal year 2000. These es-
timates shall be used in the budget request 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2001. 
The officially revised estimates at midyear 
shall be used for the midyear report. 

SEC. 122. No sole source contract with the 
District of Columbia government or any 
agency thereof may be renewed or extended 
without opening that contract to the com-
petitive bidding process as set forth in sec-
tion 303 of the District of Columbia Procure-
ment Practices Act of 1985 (D.C. Law 6—85; 
D.C. Code, sec. 1–1183.3), except that the Dis-
trict of Columbia government or any agency 
thereof may renew or extend sole source con-
tracts for which competition is not feasible 
or practical: Provided, That the determina-
tion as to whether to invoke the competitive 
bidding process has been made in accordance 
with duly promulgated rules and procedures 

and said determination has been reviewed 
and approved by the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Authority. 

SEC. 123. For purposes of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 (99 Stat. 1037; Public Law 99–177), the 
term ‘‘program, project, and activity’’ shall 
be synonymous with and refer specifically to 
each account appropriating Federal funds in 
this Act, and any sequestration order shall 
be applied to each of the accounts rather 
than to the aggregate total of those ac-
counts: Provided, That sequestration orders 
shall not be applied to any account that is 
specifically exempted from sequestration by 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

SEC. 124. In the event a sequestration order 
is issued pursuant to the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 
(99 Stat. 1037: Public Law 99–177), after the 
amounts appropriated to the District of Co-
lumbia for the fiscal year involved have been 
paid to the District of Columbia, the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia shall pay to the 
Secretary of the Treasury, within 15 days 
after receipt of a request therefor from the 
Secretary of the Treasury, such amounts as 
are sequestered by the order: Provided, That 
the sequestration percentage specified in the 
order shall be applied proportionately to 
each of the Federal appropriation accounts 
in this Act that are not specifically exempt-
ed from sequestration by such Act. 

SEC. 125. (a) An entity of the District of Co-
lumbia government may accept and use a 
gift or donation during fiscal year 2000 if— 

(1) the Mayor approves the acceptance and 
use of the gift or donation: Provided, That 
the Council of the District of Columbia may 
accept and use gifts without prior approval 
by the Mayor; and 

(2) the entity uses the gift or donation to 
carry out its authorized functions or duties. 

(b) Each entity of the District of Columbia 
government shall keep accurate and detailed 
records of the acceptance and use of any gift 
or donation under subsection (a) of this sec-
tion, and shall make such records available 
for audit and public inspection. 

(c) For the purposes of this section, the 
term ‘‘entity of the District of Columbia 
government’’ includes an independent agen-
cy of the District of Columbia. 

(d) This section shall not apply to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Board of Education, which 
may, pursuant to the laws and regulations of 
the District of Columbia, accept and use 
gifts to the public schools without prior ap-
proval by the Mayor. 

SEC. 126. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act may be used by the District 
of Columbia to provide for salaries, expenses, 
or other costs associated with the offices of 
United States Senator or United States Rep-
resentative under section 4(d) of the District 
of Columbia Statehood Constitutional Con-
vention Initiatives of 1979 (D.C. Law 3–171; 
D.C. Code, sec. 1–113(d)). 

SEC. 127. (a) The University of the District 
of Columbia shall submit to the Mayor, the 
District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Authority 
and the Council of the District of Columbia 
no later than 15 calendar days after the end 
of each quarter a report that sets forth— 

(1) current quarter expenditures and obli-
gations, year-to-date expenditures and obli-
gations, and total fiscal year expenditure 
projections versus budget broken out on the 
basis of control center, responsibility center, 
and object class, and for all funds, non-ap-
propriated funds, and capital financing; 

(2) a list of each account for which spend-
ing is frozen and the amount of funds frozen, 
broken out by control center, responsibility 
center, detailed object, and for all funding 
sources; 

(3) a list of all active contracts in excess of 
$10,000 annually, which contains the name of 
each contractor; the budget to which the 
contract is charged, broken out on the basis 
of control center and responsibility center, 
and contract identifying codes used by the 
University of the District of Columbia; pay-
ments made in the last quarter and year-to- 
date, the total amount of the contract and 
total payments made for the contract and 
any modifications, extensions, renewals; and 
specific modifications made to each contract 
in the last month; 

(4) all reprogramming requests and reports 
that have been made by the University of the 
District of Columbia within the last quarter 
in compliance with applicable law; and 

(5) changes made in the last quarter to the 
organizational structure of the University of 
the District of Columbia, displaying previous 
and current control centers and responsi-
bility centers, the names of the organiza-
tional entities that have been changed, the 
name of the staff member supervising each 
entity affected, and the reasons for the 
structural change. 

(b) The Mayor, the Authority, and the 
Council shall provide the Congress by Feb-
ruary 1, 2000, a summary, analysis, and rec-
ommendations on the information provided 
in the quarterly reports. 

SEC. 128. Funds authorized or previously 
appropriated to the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia by this or any other act to 
procure the necessary hardware and installa-
tion of new software, conversion, testing, 
and training to improve or replace its finan-
cial management system are also available 
for the acquisition of accounting and finan-
cial management services and the leasing of 
necessary hardware, software or any other 
related goods or services, as determined by 
the District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Author-
ity. 

SEC. 129. (a) None of the funds contained in 
this Act may be made available to pay the 
fees of an attorney who represents a party 
who prevails in an action, including an ad-
ministrative proceeding, brought against the 
District of Columbia Public Schools under 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) if— 

(1) the hourly rate of compensation of the 
attorney exceeds 120% of the hourly rate of 
compensation under section 11–2604(a), Dis-
trict of Columbia Code; or 

(2) the maximum amount of compensation 
of the attorney exceeds 120% of the max-
imum amount of compensation under section 
11–2604(b)(1), District of Columbia Code, ex-
cept that compensation and reimbursement 
in excess of such maximum may be approved 
for extended or complex representation in 
accordance with section 11–2604(c), District 
of Columbia Code. 

(b) Notwithstanding the preceding sub-
section, if the Mayor, District of Columbia 
Financial Responsibility and Management 
Assistance Authority and the Super-
intendent of the District of Columbia Public 
Schools concur in a Memorandum of Under-
standing setting forth a new rate and 
amount of compensation, then such new 
rates shall apply in lieu of the rates set forth 
in the preceding subsection. 

SEC. 130. None of the funds appropriated 
under this Act shall be expended for any 
abortion except where the life of the mother 

VerDate May 21 2004 08:44 Jun 14, 2004 Jkt 039102 PO 00000 Frm 00066 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S15OC9.002 S15OC9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE25578 October 15, 1999 
would be endangered if the fetus were carried 
to term or where the pregnancy is the result 
of an act of rape or incest. 

SEC. 131. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to implement or en-
force the Health Care Benefits Expansion 
Act of 1992 (D.C. Law 9–114; D.C. Code, sec. 
36–1401 et seq.) or to otherwise implement or 
enforce any system of registration of unmar-
ried cohabiting couples (whether homo-
sexual, heterosexual, or lesbian), including 
but not limited to registration for the pur-
pose of extending employment, health, or 
governmental benefits to such couples on the 
same basis that such benefits are extended to 
legally married couples. 

SEC. 132. The Superintendent of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Schools shall sub-
mit to the Congress, the Mayor, the District 
of Columbia Financial Responsibility and 
Management Assistance Authority, and the 
Council of the District of Columbia no later 
than 15 calendar days after the end of each 
quarter a report that sets forth— 

(1) current quarter expenditures and obli-
gations, year-to-date expenditures and obli-
gations, and total fiscal year expenditure 
projections versus budget, broken out on the 
basis of control center, responsibility center, 
agency reporting code, and object class, and 
for all funds, including capital financing; 

(2) a list of each account for which spend-
ing is frozen and the amount of funds frozen, 
broken out by control center, responsibility 
center, detailed object, and agency reporting 
code, and for all funding sources; 

(3) a list of all active contracts in excess of 
$10,000 annually, which contains the name of 
each contractor; the budget to which the 
contract is charged, broken out on the basis 
of control center, responsibility center, and 
agency reporting code; and contract identi-
fying codes used by the District of Columbia 
Public Schools; payments made in the last 
quarter and year-to-date, the total amount 
of the contract and total payments made for 
the contract and any modifications, exten-
sions, renewals; and specific modifications 
made to each contract in the last month; 

(4) all reprogramming requests and reports 
that are required to be, and have been, sub-
mitted to the Board of Education; and 

(5) changes made in the last quarter to the 
organizational structure of the District of 
Columbia Public Schools, displaying pre-
vious and current control centers and re-
sponsibility centers, the names of the orga-
nizational entities that have been changed, 
the name of the staff member supervising 
each entity affected, and the reasons for the 
structural change. 

SEC. 133. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Super-
intendent of the District of Columbia Public 
Schools and the University of the District of 
Columbia shall annually compile an accurate 
and verifiable report on the positions and 
employees in the public school system and 
the university, respectively. The annual re-
port shall set forth— 

(1) the number of validated schedule A po-
sitions in the District of Columbia public 
schools and the University of the District of 
Columbia for fiscal year 1999, fiscal year 2000, 
and thereafter on full-time equivalent basis, 
including a compilation of all positions by 
control center, responsibility center, funding 
source, position type, position title, pay 
plan, grade, and annual salary; and 

(2) a compilation of all employees in the 
District of Columbia public schools and the 
University of the District of Columbia as of 
the preceding December 31, verified as to its 
accuracy in accordance with the functions 
that each employee actually performs, by 

control center, responsibility center, agency 
reporting code, program (including funding 
source), activity, location for accounting 
purposes, job title, grade and classification, 
annual salary, and position control number. 

(b) SUBMISSION.—The annual report re-
quired by subsection (a) of this section shall 
be submitted to the Congress, the Mayor, the 
District of Columbia Council, the Consensus 
Commission, and the Authority, not later 
than February 15 of each year. 

SEC. 134. (a) No later than November 1, 
1999, or within 30 calendar days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, whichever 
occurs later, and each succeeding year, the 
Superintendent of the District of Columbia 
Public Schools and the University of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees, the Mayor, 
the District of Columbia Council, the Con-
sensus Commission, and the District of Co-
lumbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority, a revised ap-
propriated funds operating budget for the 
public school system and the University of 
the District of Columbia for such fiscal year 
that is in the total amount of the approved 
appropriation and that realigns budgeted 
data for personal services and other-than- 
personal services, respectively, with antici-
pated actual expenditures. 

(b) The revised budget required by sub-
section (a) of this section shall be submitted 
in the format of the budget that the Super-
intendent of the District of Columbia Public 
Schools and the University of the District of 
Columbia submit to the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for inclusion in the May-
or’s budget submission to the Council of the 
District of Columbia pursuant to section 442 
of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act 
(Public Law 93–198; D.C. Code, sec. 47–301). 

SEC. 135. The District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, acting on behalf of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Schools [DCPS] in 
formulating the DCPS budget, the Board of 
Trustees of the University of the District of 
Columbia, the Board of Library Trustees, 
and the Board of Governors of the University 
of the District of Columbia School of Law 
shall vote on and approve the respective an-
nual or revised budgets for such entities be-
fore submission to the Mayor of the District 
of Columbia for inclusion in the Mayor’s 
budget submission to the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia in accordance with section 
442 of the District of Columbia Home Rule 
Act (Public Law 93–198; D.C. Code, sec. 47– 
301), or before submitting their respective 
budgets directly to the Council. 

SEC. 136. (a) CEILING ON TOTAL OPERATING 
EXPENSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the total amount ap-
propriated in this Act for operating expenses 
for the District of Columbia for fiscal year 
2000 under the caption ‘‘Division of Ex-
penses’’ shall not exceed the lesser of— 

(A) the sum of the total revenues of the 
District of Columbia for such fiscal year; or 

(B) $5,515,379,000 (of which $152,753,000 shall 
be from intra-District funds and $3,113,854,000 
shall be from local funds), which amount 
may be increased by the following: 

(i) proceeds of one-time transactions, 
which are expended for emergency or unan-
ticipated operating or capital needs approved 
by the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority; or 

(ii) after notification to the Council, addi-
tional expenditures which the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia cer-

tifies will produce additional revenues dur-
ing such fiscal year at least equal to 200 per-
cent of such additional expenditures, and 
that are approved by the Authority. 

(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The Chief Financial Of-
ficer of the District of Columbia and the Au-
thority shall take such steps as are nec-
essary to assure that the District of Colum-
bia meets the requirements of this section, 
including the apportioning by the Chief Fi-
nancial Officer of the appropriations and 
funds made available to the District during 
fiscal year 2000, except that the Chief Finan-
cial Officer may not reprogram for operating 
expenses any funds derived from bonds, 
notes, or other obligations issued for capital 
projects. 

(b) ACCEPTANCE AND USE OF GRANTS NOT 
INCLUDED IN CEILING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), the Mayor, in consultation with 
the Chief Financial Officer, during a control 
year, as defined in section 305(4) of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility 
and Management Assistance Act of 1995 
(Public Law 104–8; 109 Stat. 152), may accept, 
obligate, and expend Federal, private, and 
other grants received by the District govern-
ment that are not reflected in the amounts 
appropriated in this Act. 

(2) REQUIREMENT OF CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFI-
CER REPORT AND AUTHORITY APPROVAL.—No 
such Federal, private, or other grant may be 
accepted, obligated, or expended pursuant to 
paragraph (1) until— 

(A) the Chief Financial Officer of the Dis-
trict of Columbia submits to the Authority a 
report setting forth detailed information re-
garding such grant; and 

(B) the Authority has reviewed and ap-
proved the acceptance, obligation, and ex-
penditure of such grant in accordance with 
review and approval procedures consistent 
with the provisions of the District of Colum-
bia Financial Responsibility and Manage-
ment Assistance Act of 1995. 

(3) PROHIBITION ON SPENDING IN ANTICIPA-
TION OF APPROVAL OR RECEIPT.—No amount 
may be obligated or expended from the gen-
eral fund or other funds of the District gov-
ernment in anticipation of the approval or 
receipt of a grant under paragraph (2)(B) of 
this subsection or in anticipation of the ap-
proval or receipt of a Federal, private, or 
other grant not subject to such paragraph. 

(4) QUARTERLY REPORTS.—The Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia shall 
prepare a quarterly report setting forth de-
tailed information regarding all Federal, pri-
vate, and other grants subject to this sub-
section. Each such report shall be submitted 
to the Council of the District of Columbia, 
and to the Committees on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate, 
not later than 15 days after the end of the 
quarter covered by the report. 

(c) REPORT ON EXPENDITURES BY FINANCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSIST-
ANCE AUTHORITY.—Not later than 20 calendar 
days after the end of each fiscal quarter 
starting October 1, 1999, the Authority shall 
submit a report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate, the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform of the House, and the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs of the Sen-
ate providing an itemized accounting of all 
non-appropriated funds obligated or ex-
pended by the Authority for the quarter. The 
report shall include information on the date, 
amount, purpose, and vendor name, and a de-
scription of the services or goods provided 
with respect to the expenditures of such 
funds. 
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SEC. 137. If a department or agency of the 

government of the District of Columbia is 
under the administration of a court-ap-
pointed receiver or other court-appointed of-
ficial during fiscal year 2000 or any suc-
ceeding fiscal year, the receiver or official 
shall prepare and submit to the Mayor, for 
inclusion in the annual budget of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for the year, annual esti-
mates of the expenditures and appropriations 
necessary for the maintenance and operation 
of the department or agency. All such esti-
mates shall be forwarded by the Mayor to 
the Council, for its action pursuant to sec-
tions 446 and 603(c) of the District of Colum-
bia Home Rule Act, without revision but 
subject to the Mayor’s recommendations. 
Notwithstanding any provision of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Home Rule Act (87 Stat. 
774; Public Law 93–198) the Council may com-
ment or make recommendations concerning 
such annual estimates but shall have no au-
thority under such Act to revise such esti-
mates. 

SEC. 138. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, rule, or regulation, an em-
ployee of the District of Columbia public 
schools shall be— 

(1) classified as an Educational Service em-
ployee; 

(2) placed under the personnel authority of 
the Board of Education; and 

(3) subject to all Board of Education rules. 
(b) School-based personnel shall constitute 

a separate competitive area from nonschool- 
based personnel who shall not compete with 
school-based personnel for retention pur-
poses. 

SEC. 139. (a) RESTRICTIONS ON USE OF OFFI-
CIAL VEHICLES.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, none of the funds made 
available by this Act or by any other Act 
may be used to provide any officer or em-
ployee of the District of Columbia with an 
official vehicle unless the officer or em-
ployee uses the vehicle only in the perform-
ance of the officer’s or employee’s official 
duties. For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘‘official duties’’ does not include trav-
el between the officer’s or employee’s resi-
dence and workplace (except: (1) in the case 
of an officer or employee of the Metropolitan 
Police Department who resides in the Dis-
trict of Columbia or is otherwise designated 
by the Chief of the Department; (2) at the 
discretion of the Fire Chief, an officer or em-
ployee of the District of Columbia Fire and 
Emergency Medical Services Department 
who resides in the District of Columbia and 
is on call 24 hours a day; (3) the mayor of the 
District of Columbia; and (4) the Chairman of 
the Council of the District of Columbia). 

(b) INVENTORY OF VEHICLES.—The Chief Fi-
nancial Officer of the District of Columbia 
shall submit, by November 15, 1999, an inven-
tory, as of September 30, 1999, of all vehicles 
owned, leased or operated by the District of 
Columbia government. The inventory shall 
include, but not be limited to, the depart-
ment to which the vehicle is assigned; the 
year and make of the vehicle; the acquisition 
date and cost; the general condition of the 
vehicle; annual operating and maintenance 
costs; current mileage; and whether the vehi-
cle is allowed to be taken home by a District 
officer or employee and if so, the officer or 
employee’s title and resident location. 

SEC. 140. (a) SOURCE OF PAYMENT FOR EM-
PLOYEES DETAILED WITHIN GOVERNMENT.— 
For purposes of determining the amount of 
funds expended by any entity within the Dis-
trict of Columbia government during fiscal 
year 2000 and each succeeding fiscal year, 
any expenditures of the District government 

attributable to any officer or employee of 
the District government who provides serv-
ices which are within the authority and ju-
risdiction of the entity (including any por-
tion of the compensation paid to the officer 
or employee attributable to the time spent 
in providing such services) shall be treated 
as expenditures made from the entity’s budg-
et, without regard to whether the officer or 
employee is assigned to the entity or other-
wise treated as an officer or employee of the 
entity. 

(b) MODIFICATION OF REDUCTION IN FORCE 
PROCEDURES.—The District of Columbia Gov-
ernment Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act 
of 1978 (D.C. Code, sec. 1–601.1 et seq.), is fur-
ther amended in section 2408(a) by deleting 
‘‘1999’’ and inserting, ‘‘2000’’; in subsection 
(b), by deleting ‘‘1999’’ and inserting ‘‘2000’’; 
in subsection (2), by deleting ‘‘1999’’ and in-
serting, ‘‘2000’’; and in subsection (k), by de-
leting ‘‘1999’’ and inserting, ‘‘2000’’. 

SEC. 141. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, not later than 120 days after the 
date that a District of Columbia Public 
Schools [DCPS] student is referred for eval-
uation or assessment— 

(1) the District of Columbia Board of Edu-
cation, or its successor, and DCPS shall as-
sess or evaluate a student who may have a 
disability and who may require special edu-
cation services; and 

(2) if a student is classified as having a dis-
ability, as defined in section 101(a)(1) of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(84 Stat. 175; 20 U.S.C. 1401(a)(1)) or in section 
7(8) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 
259; 29 U.S.C. 706(8)), the Board and DCPS 
shall place that student in an appropriate 
program of special education services. 

SEC. 142. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMER-
ICAN ACT.—None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be expended by an entity un-
less the entity agrees that in expending the 
funds the entity will comply with the Buy 
American Act (41 U.S.C. 10a–10c). 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT 
REGARDING NOTICE.— 

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT 
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment 
or product that may be authorized to be pur-
chased with financial assistance provided 
using funds made available in this Act, it is 
the sense of the Congress that entities re-
ceiving the assistance should, in expending 
the assistance, purchase only American- 
made equipment and products to the great-
est extent practicable. 

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.— 
In providing financial assistance using funds 
made available in this Act, the head of each 
agency of the Federal or District of Colum-
bia government shall provide to each recipi-
ent of the assistance a notice describing the 
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con-
gress. 

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE 
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
mined by a court or Federal agency that any 
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a 
‘‘Made in America’’ inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any 
product sold in or shipped to the United 
States that is not made in the United States, 
the person shall be ineligible to receive any 
contract or subcontract made with funds 
made available in this Act, pursuant to the 
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through 
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations. 

SEC. 143. None of the funds contained in 
this Act may be used for purposes of the an-
nual independent audit of the District of Co-

lumbia government (including the District of 
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority) for fiscal 
year 2000 unless— 

(1) the audit is conducted by the Inspector 
General of the District of Columbia pursuant 
to section 208(a)(4) of the District of Colum-
bia Procurement Practices Act of 1985 (D.C. 
Code, sec. 1–1182.8(a)(4)); and 

(2) the audit includes a comparison of au-
dited actual year-end results with the reve-
nues submitted in the budget document for 
such year and the appropriations enacted 
into law for such year. 

SEC. 144. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to authorize any office, agency or en-
tity to expand funds for programs or func-
tions for which a reorganization plan is re-
quired but has not been approved by the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility 
and Management Assistance Authority. Ap-
propriations made by this Act for such pro-
grams or functions are conditioned only on 
the approval by the Authority of the re-
quired reorganization plans. 

SEC. 145. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, rule, or regulation, the evalua-
tion process and instruments for evaluating 
District of Columbia Public School employ-
ees shall be a non-negotiable item for collec-
tive bargaining purposes. 

SEC. 146. None of the funds contained in 
this Act may be used by the District of Co-
lumbia Corporation Counsel or any other of-
ficer or entity of the District government to 
provide assistance for any petition drive or 
civil action which seeks to require Congress 
to provide for voting representation in Con-
gress for the District of Columbia. 

SEC. 147. None of the funds contained in 
this Act may be used to transfer or confine 
inmates classified above the medium secu-
rity level, as defined by the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons classification instrument, to the 
Northeast Ohio Correctional Center located 
in Youngstown, Ohio. 

SEC. 148. (a) Section 202(i) of the District of 
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Act of 1995 (Public Law 
104–8), as added by Section 155 of the District 
of Columbia Appropriations Act, 1999, is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(j) RESERVE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with fiscal 

year 2000, the plan or budget submitted pur-
suant to this Act shall contain $150,000,000 
for a reserve to be established by the Mayor, 
Council of the District of Columbia, Chief Fi-
nancial Officer for the District of Columbia, 
and the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority. 

‘‘(2) CONDITIONS ON USE.—The reserve 
funds— 

‘‘(A) shall only be expended according to 
criteria established by the Chief Financial 
Officer and approved by the Major, Council 
of the District of Columbia, and District of 
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority, but, in no 
case may any of the reserve funds be ex-
pended until any other surplus funds have 
been used; 

‘‘(B) shall not be used to fund the agencies 
of the District of Columbia government 
under court ordered receivership; and 

‘‘(C) shall not be used to fund shortfalls in 
the projected reductions budgeted in the 
budget proposed by the District of Columbia 
government for general supply schedule sav-
ings and management reform savings. 

‘‘(3) REPORT REQUIREMENT.—The Authority 
shall notify the Appropriations Committees 
of both the Senate and House of Representa-
tives in writing 30 days in advance of any ex-
penditure of the reserve funds.’’. 

VerDate May 21 2004 08:44 Jun 14, 2004 Jkt 039102 PO 00000 Frm 00068 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S15OC9.002 S15OC9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE25580 October 15, 1999 
(b) Section 202 of such act (Public Law 104– 

8), as amended by subsection (a), is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(k) POSITIVE FUND BALANCE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The District of Columbia 

shall maintain at the end of a fiscal year an 
annual positive fund balance in the general 
fund of not less than 4 percent of the pro-
jected general fund expenditures for the fol-
lowing fiscal year. 

‘‘(2) EXCESS FUNDS.—Of funds remaining in 
excess of the amounts required by paragraph 
(1)— 

‘‘(A) not more than 50 percent may be used 
for authorized non-recurring expenses; and 

‘‘(B) not less than 50 percent shall be used 
to reduce the debt of the District of Colum-
bia.’’. 

SEC. 149. (a) No later than November 1, 
1999, or within 30 calendar days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, whichever 
occurs later, the Chief Financial Officer of 
the District of Columbia shall submit to the 
appropriate committees of Congress, the 
Mayor, and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority a revised appropriated funds 
operating budget for all agencies of the Dis-
trict of Columbia government for such fiscal 
year that is in the total amount of the ap-
proved appropriation and that realigns budg-
eted data for personal services and other- 
than-personal-services, respectively, with 
anticipated actual expenditures. 

(b) The revised budget required by sub-
section (a) of this section shall be submitted 
in the format of the budget that the District 
of Columbia government submitted pursuant 
to section 442 of the District of Columbia 
Home Rule Act (Public Law 93–198; D.C. 
Code, sec. 47–301). 

SEC. 150. None of the funds contained in 
this Act may be used for any program of dis-
tributing sterile needles or syringes for the 
hypodermic injection of any illegal drug. 

SEC. 151. (a) RESTRICTIONS.—None of the 
funds contained in this Act may be used to 
make rental payments under a lease for the 
use of real property by the District of Co-
lumbia government (including any inde-
pendent agency of the District) unless— 

(1) the lease and an abstract of the lease 
have been field with the central office of the 
Deputy Mayor for Economic Development; 
and 

(2)(A) the District of Columbia government 
occupies the property during the period of 
time covered by the rental payment; or 

(B) within 60 days of the enactment of this 
Act the Mayor certifies to Congress and the 
landlord that occupancy is impracticable 
and submits with the certification a plan to 
terminate or renegotiate the lease or rental 
agreement; or 

(C) within 60 days of the enactment of this 
Act the Council certifies to Congress and the 
landlord that occupancy is impracticable 
and submits with the certification a plan to 
terminate or renegotiate the lease or rental 
agreement. 

(b) UNOCCUPIED PROPERTY.—After 120 days 
from the date of the enactment of this Act, 
none of the funds contained in this Act may 
be used to make rental payment for property 
described in subsections (a)(2)(B) or (a)(2)(C) 
of this section. 

(c) SEMI-ANNUAL REPORTS BY MAYOR.—Not 
later than 20 days after the end of each 6- 
month period that begins on October 1, 1999, 
the Mayor of the District of Columbia shall 
submit a report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate listing the leases for the use 
of real property by the District of Columbia 

government that were in effect during the 6- 
month period, and including for each such 
lease the location of the property, the name 
of any person with any ownership interest in 
the property, the rate of payment, the period 
of time covered by the lease, and the condi-
tions under which the lease may be termi-
nated. 

SEC. 152. None of the funds contained in 
this Act or the District of Columbia Appro-
priations Act, 1999, may be used to enter into 
a lease on or after the date of the enactment 
of this Act (or to make rental payments 
under such a lease) for the use of real prop-
erty by the District of Columbia government 
(including any independent agency of the 
District) or to purchase real property for the 
use of the District of Columbia government 
(including any independent agency of the 
District) or to manage real property for the 
use of the District of Columbia (including 
any independent agency of the District) un-
less— 

(1) the Mayor and Council certify to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate that exist-
ing real property available to the District 
(whether leased or owned by the District 
government) is not suitable for the purposes 
intended; 

(2) notwithstanding any other provisions of 
law, there is made available for sale or lease 
all property of the District of Columbia 
which the Mayor and Council from time to 
time determine is surplus to the needs of the 
District of Columbia; 

(3) the Mayor and Council implement a 
program for the periodic survey of all Dis-
trict property to determine if it is surplus to 
the needs of the District; and 

(4) the Mayor and Council within 60 days of 
the date of the enactment of this Act has 
filed a report with the appropriations and 
authorizing committees of the House and 
Senate providing a comprehensive plan for 
the management of District of Columbia real 
property assets and is proceeding with the 
implementation of the plan. 

SEC. 153. Section 603(e)(2)(B) of the Student 
Loan Marketing Association Reorganization 
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–208; 110 Stat. 
3009–293) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘and public charter’’ after 
‘‘public’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘Of 
such amounts and proceeds, $5,000,000 shall 
be set aside for use as a credit enhancement 
fund for public charter schools in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, with the administration of 
the fund (including the making of loans) to 
be carried out by the Mayor through a com-
mittee consisting of 3 individuals appointed 
by the Mayor of the District of Columbia and 
2 individuals appointed by the Public Char-
ter School Board established under section 
2214 of the District of Columbia School Re-
form Act of 1995.’’. 

SEC. 154. The Mayor, District of Columbia 
Financial Responsibility and Management 
Assistance Authority, and the Super-
intendent of Schools shall implement a proc-
ess to dispose of excess public school real 
property within 90 days of the enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 155. Section 2003 of the District of Co-
lumbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Public 
Law 104–134; D.C. Code, sec. 31–2851) is 
amended by striking ‘‘during the period’’ and 
‘‘and ending 5 years after such date.’’. 

SEC. 156. Section 2206(c) of the District of 
Columbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Public 
Law 104–134; D.C. Code, sec. 31–2853.16(c)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘, except that a performance in admission 

may be given to an applicant who is a sibling 
of a student already attending or selected for 
admission to the public charter school in 
which the applicant is seeking enrollment.’’ 

SEC. 157. (a) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—There is 
hereby transferred from the District of Co-
lumbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority (hereafter re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Authority’’) to the District 
of Columbia the sum of $18,000,000: for sever-
ance payments to individuals separated from 
employment during fiscal year 2000 (under 
such terms and conditions as the Mayor con-
siders appropriate), expanded contracting 
authority of the Mayor, and the implementa-
tion of a system of managed competition 
among public and private providers of goods 
and services by and on behalf of the District 
of Columbia: Provided, That such funds shall 
be used only in accordance with a plan 
agreed to by the Council and the Mayor and 
approved by the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate: Provided further, That the Au-
thority and the Major shall coordinate the 
spending of funds for this program so that 
continuous progress is made. The Authority 
shall release said funds, on a quarterly basis, 
to reimburse such expenses, so long as the 
Authority certifies that the expenses reduce 
re-occurring future costs at an annual ratio 
of at least 2 to 1 relative to the funds pro-
vided, and that the program is in accordance 
with the best practices of municipal govern-
ment. 

(b) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—The amount trans-
ferred under subsection (a) shall be derived 
from interest earned on accounts held by the 
Authority on behalf of the District of Colum-
bia. 

SEC. 158. (a) IN GENERAL.—The District of 
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority (hereafter re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Authority’’), working with 
the Commonwealth of Virginia and the Di-
rector of the National Park Service, shall 
carry out a project to complete all design re-
quirements and all requirements for compli-
ance with the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act for the construction of expanded lane 
capacity for the Fourteenth Street Bridge. 

(b) SOURCE OF FUNDS; TRANSFER.—For pur-
poses of carrying out the project under sub-
section (a), there is hereby transferred to the 
Authority from the District of Columbia 
dedicated highway fund established pursuant 
to section 3(a) of the District of Columbia 
Emergency Highway Relief Act (Public Law 
104–21; D.C. Code, sec. 7–134.2(a)) an amount 
not to exceed $5,000,000. 

SEC. 159. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Major of the 
District of Columbia shall carry out through 
the Army Corps of Engineers, an Anacostia 
River environmental cleanup program. 

(b) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—There are hereby 
transferred to the Mayor from the escrow ac-
count held by the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Authority pursuant to section 134 of 
division A of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277; 112 Stat. 2681– 
552), for infrastructure needs of the District 
of Columbia, $5,000,000. 

SEC. 160. (a) PROHIBITING PAYMENT OF AD-
MINISTRATIVE COSTS FROM FUND.—Section 
16(e) of the Victims of Violent Crime Com-
pensation Act of 1996 (D.C. Code, sec. 3– 
435(e)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and administrative costs 
necessary to carry out this chapter’’; and 

(2) by striking the period at the end and in-
serting the following: ‘‘, and no monies in 
the Fund may be used for any other pur-
pose.’’. 
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(b) MAINTENANCE OF FUND IN TREASURY OF 

THE UNITED STATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 16(a) of such Act 

(D.C. Code, sec. 3–435(a)) is amended by strik-
ing the second sentence and inserting the 
following: ‘‘The Fund shall be maintained as 
a separate fund in the Treasury of the United 
States. All amounts deposited to the credit 
of the Fund are appropriated without fiscal 
year limitation to make payments as au-
thorized under subsection(e).’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 16 of 
such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 3–435) is amended 
by striking subsection (d). 

(c) DEPOSIT OF OTHER FEES AND RECEIPTS 
INTO FUND.—Section 16(c) of such Act (D.C. 
Code, sec. 3–435(c)) is amended by inserting 
after ‘‘1997,’’ the second place it appears the 
following: ‘‘any other fines, fees, penalties, 
or assessments that the Court determines 
necessary to carry out the purposes of the 
fund,’’. 

(d) ANNUAL TRANSFER OF UNOBLIGATED 
BALANCES TO MISCELLANEOUS RECEIPTS OF 
TREASURY.—Section 16 of such Act (D.C. 
Code, sec. 3–435), as amended by subsection 
(b)(2), is amended by inserting after sub-
section (c) the following new subsection: 

‘‘(d) Any unobligated balance existing in 
the Fund in excess of $250,000 as of the end of 
each fiscal year (beginning with fiscal year 
2000) shall be transferred to miscellaneous 
receipts of the Treasury of the United States 
not later than 30 days after the end of the 
fiscal year.’’. 

(e) RATIFICATION OF PAYMENTS AND DEPOS-
ITS.—Any payments made from or deposits 
made to the Crime Victims Compensation 
Fund on or after April 9, 1997 are hereby rati-
fied, to the extent such payments and depos-
its are authorized under the Victims of Vio-
lent Crime Compensation Act of 1996 (D.C. 
Code, sec. 3–421 et seq.), as amended by this 
section. 

SEC. 161. CERTIFICATION.—None of the funds 
contained in this Act may be used after the 
expiration of the 60-day period that begins 
on the date of the enactment of this Act to 
pay the salary of any chief financial officer 
of any office of the District of Columbia gov-
ernment (including any independent agency 
of the District) who has not filed a certifi-
cation with the Mayor and the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia that 
the officer understands the duties and re-
strictions applicable to the officer and their 
agency as a result of this Act. 

SEC. 162. The proposed budget of the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia for fis-
cal year 2001 that is submitted by the Dis-
trict to Congress shall specify potential ad-
justments that might become necessary in 
the event that the management savings 
achieved by the District during the year do 
not meet the level of management savings 
projected by the District under the proposed 
budget. 

SEC. 163. In submitting any document 
showing the budget for an office of the Dis-
trict of Columbia government (including an 
independent agency of the District) that con-
tains a category of activities labeled as 
‘‘other’’, ‘‘miscellaneous’’, or a similar gen-
eral, nondescriptive term, the document 
shall include a description of the types of ac-
tivities covered in the category and a de-
tailed breakdown of the amount allocated for 
each such activity. 

SEC. 164. (a) AUTHORIZING CORPS OF ENGI-
NEERS TO PERFORM REPAIRS AND IMPROVE-
MENTS.—In using the funds made available 
under this Act for carrying out improve-
ments to the Southwest Waterfront in the 
District of Columbia (including upgrading 

marina dock pilings and paving and restor-
ing walkways in the marina and fish market 
areas) for the portions of Federal property in 
the Southwest quadrant of the District of 
Columbia within Lots 847 and 848, a portion 
of Lot 846, and the unassessed Federal real 
property adjacent to Lot 848 in Square 473, 
any entity of the District of Columbia gov-
ernment (including the District of Columbia 
Financial Responsibility and Management 
Assistance Authority or its designee) may 
place orders for engineering and construc-
tion and related services with the Chief of 
Engineers of the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers. The Chief of Engineers may ac-
cept such orders on a reimbursable basis and 
may provide any part of such services by 
contract. In providing such services, the 
Chief of Engineers shall follow the Federal 
Acquisition Regulations and the imple-
menting Department of Defense regulations. 

(b) TIMING FOR AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 
UNDER 1999 ACT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The District of Columbia 
Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277; 
112 Stat. 2681–124) is amended in the item re-
lating to ‘‘FEDERAL FUNDS—FEDERAL 
PAYMENT FOR WATERFRONT IMPROVEMENTS’’— 

(A) by striking ‘‘existing lessees’’ the first 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘existing les-
sees of the Marina’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘the existing lessees’’ the 
second place it appears and inserting ‘‘such 
lessees’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection shall 
take effect as if included in the District of 
Columbia Appropriations Act, 1999. 

(c) ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR IMPROVEMENTS 
CARRIED OUT THROUGH CORPS OF ENGI-
NEERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby trans-
ferred from the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority to the Mayor the sum of 
$3,000,000 for carrying out the improvements 
described in subsection (a) through the Chief 
of Engineers of the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers. 

(2) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—The funds trans-
ferred under paragraph (1) shall be derived 
from the escrow account held by the District 
of Columbia Financial Responsibility and 
Management Assistance Authority pursuant 
to section 134 of division A of the Omnibus 
Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277; 
112 Stat. 2681–552), for infrastructure needs of 
the District of Columbia. 

(d) QUARTERLY REPORTS ON PROJECT.—The 
Mayor shall submit reports to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the Senate on the status of 
the improvements described in subsection (a) 
for each calendar quarter occurring until the 
improvements are completed. 

SEC. 165. It is the sense of the Congress 
that the District of Columbia should not im-
pose or take into consideration any height, 
square footage, set-back, or other construc-
tion or zoning requirements in authorizing 
the issuance of industrial revenue bonds for 
a project of the American National Red 
Cross at 2025 E Street Northwest, Wash-
ington, D.C., in as much as this project is 
subject to approval of the National Capital 
Planning Commission and the Commission of 
Fine Arts pursuant to section 11 of the joint 
resolution entitled ‘‘Joint Resolution to 
grant authority for the erection of a perma-
nent building for the American National Red 
Cross, District of Columbia Chapter, Wash-
ington, District of Columbia’’, approved July 
1, 1947 (Public Law 100–637; 36 U.S.C. 300108 
note). 

SEC. 166. (a) PERMITTING COURT SERVICES 
AND OFFENDER SUPERVISION AGENCY TO 
CARRY OUT SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION.— 
Section 11233(c) of the National Capital Revi-
talization and Self-Government Improve-
ment Act of 1997 (D.C. Code, sec. 24–1233(c)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION.—The 
Agency shall carry out sex offender registra-
tion functions in the District of Columbia, 
and shall have the authority to exercise all 
powers and functions relating to sex offender 
registration that are granted to the Agency 
under District of Columbia law.’’. 

(b) AUTHORITY DURING TRANSITION TO FULL 
OPERATION OF AGENCY.— 

(1) AUTHORITY OF PRETRIAL SERVICES, PA-
ROLE, ADULT PROBATION AND OFFENDER SUPER-
VISION TRUSTEE.—Notwithstanding section 
11232(b)(1) of the National Capital Revitaliza-
tion and Self-Government Improvement Act 
of 1997 (D.C. Code, sec. 24–1232(b)(1)), the Pre-
trial Services, Parole, Adult Probation and 
Offender Supervision Trustee appointed 
under section 11232(a) of such Act (hereafter 
referred to as the ‘‘Trustee’’) shall, in ac-
cordance with section 11232 of such Act, exer-
cise the powers and functions of the Court 
Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia (hereafter re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Agency’’) relating to sex of-
fender registration (as granted to the Agency 
under any District of Columbia law) only 
upon the Trustee’s certification that the 
Trustee is able to assume such powers and 
functions. 

(2) AUTHORITY OF METROPOLITAN POLICE DE-
PARTMENT.—During the period that begins on 
the date of the enactment of the Sex Of-
fender Registration Emergency Act of 1999 
and ends on the date the Trustee makes the 
certification described in paragraph (1), the 
Metropolitan Police Department of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall have the authority to 
carry out any powers and functions relating 
to sex offender registration that are granted 
to the Agency or to the Trustee under any 
District of Columbia law. 

SEC. 167. (a) None of the funds contained in 
this Act may be used to enact or carry out 
any law, rule, or regulation to legalize or 
otherwise reduce penalties associated with 
the possession, use, or distribution of any 
schedule I substance under the Controlled 
Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802) or any 
tetrahydrocannabinols derivative. 

(b) The Legalization of Marijuana for Med-
ical Treatment Initiative of 1998, also known 
as Initiative 59, approved by the electors of 
the District of Columbia on November 3, 
1998, shall not take effect. 

SEC. 168. (a) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby 
transferred from the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Authority (hereinafter referred to 
as the ‘‘Authority’’) to the District of Co-
lumbia the sum of $5,000,000 for the Mayor, in 
consultation with the Council of the District 
of Columbia, to provide offsets against local 
taxes for a commercial revitalization pro-
gram, such program to be available in enter-
prise zones and low and moderate income 
areas in the District of Columbia: Provided, 
That in carrying out such a program, the 
Mayor shall use Federal commercial revital-
ization proposals introduced in Congress as a 
guideline. 

(b) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—The amount trans-
ferred under subsection (a) shall be derived 
from interest earned on accounts held by the 
Authority on behalf of the District of Colum-
bia. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Mayor 

VerDate May 21 2004 08:44 Jun 14, 2004 Jkt 039102 PO 00000 Frm 00070 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S15OC9.002 S15OC9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE25582 October 15, 1999 
shall report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives on the progress made in car-
rying out the commercial revitalization pro-
gram. 

SEC. 169. Section 456 of the District of Co-
lumbia Home Rule Act (Section 47–231 et seq. 
of the D.C. Code, as added by the Federal 
Payment Reauthorization Act of 1994 (Public 
Law 103–373)) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility 
and Management Assistance Authority’’ and 
inserting ‘‘Mayor’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘Au-
thority’’ and inserting ‘‘Mayor’’. 

SEC. 170. (a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds 
the following: 

(1) The District of Columbia has recently 
witnessed a spate of senseless killings of in-
nocent citizens caught in the crossfire of 
shootings. A Justice Department crime vic-
timization survey found that while the city 
saw a decline in the homicide rate between 
1996 and 1997, the rate was the highest among 
a dozen cities and more than double the sec-
ond highest city. 

(2) The District of Columbia has not made 
adequate funding available to fight drug 
abuse in recent years, and the city has not 
deployed its resources as effectively as pos-
sible. In fiscal year 1998, $20,900,000 was spent 
on publicly funded drug treatment in the 
District compared to $29,000,000 in fiscal year 
1993. The District’s Addiction and Prevention 
and Recovery Agency currently has only 
2,200 treatment slots, a 50 percent drop from 
1994, with more than 1,100 people on waiting 
lists. 

(3) The District of Columbia has seen a 
rash of inmate escapes from halfway houses. 
According to Department of Corrections 
records, between October 21, 1998 and Janu-
ary 19, 1999, 376 of the 1,125 inmates assigned 
to halfway houses walked away. Nearly 280 
of the 376 escapees were awaiting trial in-
cluding 2 charged with murder. 

(4) The District of Columbia public schools 
system faces serious challenges in correcting 
chronic problems, particularly long-standing 
deficiencies in providing special education 
services to the 1 in 10 District students need-
ing program benefits, including backlogged 
assessments, and repeated failure to meet a 
compliance agreement on special education 
reached with the Department of Education. 

(5) Deficiencies in the delivery of basic 
public services from cleaning streets to wait-
ing time at Department of Motor Vehicles to 
a rat population estimated earlier this year 
to exceed the human population have gen-
erated considerable public frustration. 

(6) Last year, the District of Columbia for-
feited millions of dollars in Federal grants 
after Federal auditors determined that sev-
eral agencies exceeded grant restrictions and 
in other instances, failed to spend funds be-
fore the grants expired. 

(7) Findings of a 1999 report by the Annie 
E. Casey Foundation that measured the well- 
being of children reflected that, with 1 ex-
ception, the District ranked worst in the 
United States in every category from infant 
mortality to the rate of teenage births to 
statistics chronicling child poverty. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that in considering the Dis-
trict of Columbia’s fiscal year 2001 budget, 
the Congress will take into consideration 
progress or lack of progress in addressing the 
following issues: 

(1) Crime, including the homicide rate, im-
plementation of community policing, the 
number of police officers on local beats, and 
the closing down of open-air drug markets. 

(2) Access to drug abuse treatment, includ-
ing the number of treatment slots, the num-
ber of people served, the number of people on 
waiting lists, and the effectiveness of treat-
ment programs. 

(3) Management of parolees and pretrial 
violent offenders, including the number of 
halfway house escapes and steps taken to im-
prove monitoring and supervision of halfway 
house residents to reduce the number of es-
capes. 

(4) Education, including access to special 
education services and student achievement. 

(5) Improvement in basic city services, in-
cluding rat control and abatement. 

(6) Application for and management of 
Federal grants. 

Indicators of child well-being. 
SEC. 171. The Mayor, prior to using Federal 

Medicaid payments to Disproportionate 
Share Hospitals to serve a small number of 
childless adults, should consider the rec-
ommendations of the Health Care Develop-
ment Commission that has been appointed 
by the Council of the District of Columbia to 
review this program, and consult and report 
to Congress on the use of these funds. 

SEC. 172. GAO STUDY OF DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM. Not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall— 

(1) conduct a study of the law enforcement, 
court, prison, probation, parole, and other 
components of the criminal justice system of 
the District of Columbia, in order to identify 
the components most in need of additional 
resources, including financial, personnel, and 
management resources; and 

(2) submit to Congress a report on the re-
sults of the study under paragraph (1). 

SEC. 173. Nothing in this Act bars the Dis-
trict of Columbia Corporation Counsel from 
reviewing or commenting on briefs in private 
lawsuits, or from consulting with officials of 
the District government regarding such law-
suits. 

SEC. 174. WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS. (a) IN 
GENERAL.—Not later than 7 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Interior, acting through the Director 
of the National Park Service, shall— 

(1) implement the notice of decision ap-
proved by the National Capital Regional Di-
rector, dated April 7, 1999, including the pro-
visions of the notice of decision concerning 
the issuance of right-of-way permits at mar-
ket rates; and 

(2) expend such sums as are necessary to 
carry out paragraph (1). 

(b) ANTENNA APPLICATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 

after the receipt of an application, a Federal 
agency that receives an application sub-
mitted after the enactment of this Act to lo-
cate a wireless communications antenna on 
Federal property in the District of Columbia 
or surrounding area over which the Federal 
agency exercises control shall take final ac-
tion on the application, including action on 
the issuance of right-of-way permits at mar-
ket rates. 

(2) EXISTING LAW.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall be construed to affect the appli-
cability of existing laws regarding: 

(A) judicial review under chapter 7 of title 
5, United States Code [the Administrative 
Procedure Act], and the Communications 
Act of 1934, 

(B) the National Environmental Policy 
Act, the National Historic Preservation Act 
and other applicable federal statutes, and 

(C) the authority of a State or local gov-
ernment or instrumentality thereof, includ-

ing the District of Columbia, in the place-
ment, construction, and modification of per-
sonal wireless service facilities. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘District of 
Columbia Appropriations Act, 2000’’. 

TITLE II—TAX REDUCTION 
SEC. 201. COMMENDING REDUCTION OF TAXES 

BY DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 
Congress commends the District of Colum-

bia for its action to reduce taxes, and ratifies 
D.C. Act 13–110 (commonly known as the 
Service Improvement and Fiscal Year 2000 
Budget Support Act of 1999). 
SEC. 202. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this title may be construed to 
limit the ability of the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to amend or repeal any 
provision of law described in this title. 

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION, AND RECREATION 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would 

like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public that the 
hearing originally scheduled for Tues-
day, October 19, 1999 at 2:30 p.m. before 
the Subcommittee on National Parks, 
Historic Preservation, and Recreation 
of the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources has been rescheduled 
for Thursday, October 21, 1999 at 2:00 
p.m. in room SD–366 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building in Washington, 
DC. 

For further information, please con-
tact Jim O’Toole or Cassie Sheldon of 
the committee staff at (202) 224–6969. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce that the Senate 
Committee on Indian Affairs will meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, October 20, 1999 at 9:30 a.m. 
to mark up pending legislation to be 
followed by a hearing on Indian Res-
ervation Roads and the Transportation 
Equity Act in the 21st Century (TEA– 
21). 

The hearing will be held in room 485, 
Russell Senate Offfice Building. 

Please direct any inquiries to com-
mittee staff at 202/224–2251. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

wish to announce that the Committee 
on Rules and Administration will meet 
on Wednesday, October 20, 1999, at 9:30 
a.m. in Room SR–301 Russell Senate 
Office Building, to receive testimony 
on the operations of the Architect of 
the Capitol. 

For further information concerning 
this meeting, please contact May Suit 
Jones at the Rules Committee on 4– 
6352. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND POWER 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 

I would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that S. 1723, ‘‘A bill to establish a pro-
gram to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to plan, design, and construct 
facilities to mitigate impacts associ-
ated with irrigation system water di-
versions by local governmental entities 
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in the Pacific Ocean drainage of the 
States of Oregon, Washington, Mon-
tana, and Idaho,’’ has been added to the 
agenda of the hearing that is scheduled 
for Wednesday, October 20, 1999 at 2:30 
p.m. in room SD–366 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building in Washington, 
DC. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send two 
copies of their testimony to the Sub-
committee on Water and Power, Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, United States Senate, 364 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC, 20510–6150. 

For further information, please call 
Kristin Phillips, Staff Assistant, or 
Colleen Deegan, Counsel, at (202) 224– 
8115. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Friday, October 15, 1999, at 10 a.m. 
to hold a hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT 

MANAGEMENT, RESTRUCTURING AND THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Governmental 
Affairs Committee Subcommittee on 
Oversight of Government Management, 
Restructuring and the District of Co-
lumbia be permitted to meet on Fri-
day, October 15, 1999 at 9:00 am. for a 
hearing on Quality Management at the 
Federal Level. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO GIRL SCOUT GOLD 
AWARD RECIPIENTS 

∑ Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, today I 
would like to salute five outstanding 
young women who have been honored 
with the Girl Scout Gold Awards by the 
Abnaki Girl Scout Council in Brewer, 
ME. The are Jodie Comer, Kaitlin Cof-
fin, Jessie Mellott, Sara Agouab, and 
Michelle McLaughlin. These young 
women will receive their award at a 
ceremony this Sunday, October 17. 

The Girl Scout Gold Award is the 
highest achievement award in U.S. Girl 
Scouting and it symbolizes outstanding 
accomplishments in the areas of lead-
ership, community service, career 
planning, and personal development. 

In having this honor bestowed upon 
them, Jodie, Kaitlin, Jessie, Sara, and 

Michelle have shown that they are 
dedicated and committed to these 
qualities, and, just as important, that 
they enjoy what they are doing. For 
their parents, family and friends, this 
is a proud moment—and, as a Mainer, I 
share this feeling. 

To reach this goal a Girl Scout must 
earn four interest project patches, the 
Career Exploration Pin, the Senior Girl 
Scout Leadership Award, and the Sen-
ior Girl Scout Challenge, as well as de-
sign and implement a Girl Scout Gold 
Award project. A plan for fulfilling 
these requirements is created by the 
Senior Girl Scout and is carried out 
through close cooperation between the 
girl and an adult Girl Scout volunteer. 
All of the girls throughout the United 
States who have earned this award 
have fulfilled a personal goal which 
will benefit them in the years to come. 

For their project, Jodie Comer, 
Michelle McLaughlin, and Sara Agouab 
researched, designed, and produced a 
booklet on auto care and maintenance 
for women. In addition, they put on an 
auto care workshop for cadette and 
senior Girl Scouts. Kaitlin Coffin and 
Jessie Mellott produced a video to help 
recruit and retain younger girls in Girl 
Scouting. 

I have always been, and will continue 
to be, supportive of the Girl Scouts and 
recognize the important values that it 
instills in young people, such as serv-
ice, honesty and leadership. By helping 
to form the character of young women, 
the Girl Scouts makes a lasting con-
tribution on the lives of people 
throughout Maine and the United 
States. 

I know that my Senate colleagues 
join me in offering my congratulations 
to these young women for what they 
have accomplished. This prestigious 
award is a testament to their convic-
tions and individual commitment to 
serve those in their community for the 
betterment of society.∑ 

f 

TEENAGE TRAGEDY 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the city 
of Detroit is grieving over the loss of 
Cody High School sophomore Darryl 
Towns, who was fatally shot just days 
before his sixteenth birthday. Darryl 
was murdered in his own backyard over 
a minor dispute that eventually turned 
into a major tragedy. What started off 
as a fist fight between life long friends 
ended up in murder: three fatal shots 
with a semiautomatic pistol. 

Now, Darryl’s community is left in 
shock as they grieve over the ‘‘foolish’’ 
and ‘‘senseless’’ death of their friend, 
known among many as a ‘‘respectful,’’ 
‘‘responsible’’ young man. Friends and 
parents are forced to ask the troubling 
question: If a person like Darryl, who 
stayed out of trouble, isn’t safe from 
gun violence, who among our teens is 
safe? Unfortunately, there is no one 
who can answer that question or pre-

dict the future. Yet, common sense 
tells us that the widespread prolifera-
tion of guns will only result in addi-
tional tragedies like Darryl’s. 

I urge my colleagues to take up a 
meaningful debate on gun safety and 
end the easy access to weapons that re-
sults in the destruction of so many 
young lives. I submit for the RECORD a 
letter printed in the Detroit Free 
Press, written to Darryl’s mother, An-
nette Towns, expressing sympathy over 
such a difficult loss. 

The letter follows. 
[From the Detroit Free Press, Sept. 15, 1999] 

MOTHERS: TEACH SONS ABOUT LOVE, GUNS 
(By Kim Kingston) 

Darryl Towns, 15, died senselessly and 
tragically on Sept. 9 (‘‘Slaying questioned: 
One teen in custody is a childhood friend,’’ 
Sept. 11). Many of us knew of him only as 
‘‘the baby.’’ Most of us knew him through 
the stories from a mother’s heart—of trials 
and tribulations, and the joys and challenges 
of trying to raise a son up right. 

Some of us knew only his voice, as it 
changed over the years from that of a soft- 
spoken boy to that of a man, calling his 
mom every evening at work, just to check 
in. His mama was always saying with a glit-
ter of pride in her eye: ‘‘He’s such a good and 
responsible boy.’’ Fifteen years of love and 
dedication were ripped away in an instant by 
a senseless act, so very irreversible. 

For every mother of every son, teach your 
sons the magnitude of a mother’s love, and 
how guns lead to the destruction of so many 
lives—but none so insurmountable as that of 
a mother’s anguish at the loss of her son. 

Guns have no place in untrained hands— 
your hand or my hands—let alone in the 
emotionally charged squabbles of teenaged 
boys. The only ones powerful enough to stop 
it are the young men themselves—young 
men like Darryl, who stood apart from some 
of his peers. He didn’t carry a gun. He tried 
to do what was right. 

If his death could change the heart of just 
one boy, then he would not have died in vain. 

To Annette, his Mother: We, your friends 
at work, want to thank you for sharing a 
part of your dear son with us through your 
eyes. 

To Darryl, forever ‘‘Mama’s Baby’’: We 
dedicate you to a better, safer place in the 
loving arms of your Creator.∑ 

f 

U.S. JUNIOR CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 

∑ Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, each week, 
each of us meets with dozens, even 
hundreds, of constituents from our 
home States. For some States, thou-
sands of constituents will travel to 
Washington to advocate positions on 
issues of concern. Being a Senator rep-
resenting a sparsely populated States 
means meeting with everyone of those 
constituents who visits the Capitol. It 
is always good to see the folks from 
home. 

Two weeks ago was old home week 
for me. It was a special time for me to 
reminisce about my service in the Jay-
cees. The Jaycees—now called the 
United States Junior Chamber of Com-
merce—State presidents held a meet-
ing in the Nations’ Capitol to talk 
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about their organization’s priorities. 
Debra Jennings, State president of the 
Wyoming Junior Chamber of Com-
merce, and Larry Wostenberg, the sole 
candidate for next years’s State presi-
dent of the Wyoming Junior Chamber 
of Commerce, were in town and I was 
fortunate to meet with them. 

I’m a former Wyoming State Jaycee 
president. I served in 1973–74. That year 
and the activities that led to that year 
played a big role in forming my leader-
ship skills. I took leadership classes, 
then I taught leadership classes. 

As president, I emphasized that the 
Jaycees was not a service organization. 
The Jaycees were and are a leadership 
organization. The purpose has been and 
is to teach young people leadership 
skills. Members participate in the com-
plete service projects to learn leader-
ship skills. 

My first project was a Christmas 
shopping tour. We raised money in 
order to take kids recommended by 
welfare shopping to buy presents for 
the other members of their families. 
We picked them up at their home. We 
took them shopping, took them to a 
restaurant where they wrapped the 
packages and had a little celebration, 
and then delivered them home. We also 
spent the year gathering toys, repair-
ing them, and purchasing additional 
toys that were given to the kids we 
took on the shopping tour. Through ac-
tivities such as the shopping tour, I de-
veloped leadership skills that helped 
me move up in the ranks within the 
Wyoming Jaycees—first as a com-
mittee chairman, then the local presi-
dent, and State chaplain. 

At one point in my experience, we 
noticed that many young businessmen 
were devoting so much time to the 
Jaycees that it was breaking up their 
families. I was part of a project for 
having one night a week devoted to 
families and family discussion. The 
name of that program, which became a 
national program, was ‘‘Family Life.’’ I 
spent a year traveling to chapters and 
State meetings extolling the virtues of 
strong families. It is my understanding 
that 25 years later the program is still 
intact and still being conducted. 

Another favorite program of that 
time was one called ‘‘Do Something.’’ 
It could just as easily have been la-
beled ‘‘Do Anything.’’ Chapters across 
the Nation were encouraged to survey 
their community, figure out what 
needed to be done and do it. They were 
encouraged not to do formal surveys. 
They were encouraged to have each 
Jaycee ask his neighbors and the peo-
ple in his community what they 
thought the community needed, then 
to do it. The emphasis was on talking 
to each other, then taking action, and 
it worked. Never underestimate the 
ability of young people to achieve. Re-
member they haven’t had enough expe-
rience to know yet what can’t be done. 
As a result they find that anything can 

be done and they do it. Most of them 
haven’t been taught yet that only gov-
ernment can get things done. So, they 
learn first hand that only individuals 
working together get things done. 

Jaycees gave me my start in politics 
in a strange way. I was a businessman 
operating a retail shoe store who was 
too busy to worry about politics. I had 
never anticipated going into politics. 
At the State Jaycee convention as I 
was finishing my year as State presi-
dent, Senator Alan Simpson was our 
guest speaker. At that time he was a 
State Representative and majority 
floor leader. I gave my speech on Jay-
cee leadership training. He gave his 
customarily humorous speech. After 
the dinner he took me by the elbow, led 
me off to the side and said, ‘‘On this 
leadership thing, it’s time you put your 
money where your mouth is. You need 
to get into politics. You ought to run 
for mayor of Gillette.’’ Gillette, the 
community where I was from, was just 
beginning a boom. I was only 29. Not a 
good age to run for office in Wyoming. 
In addition, I had only lived in Gillette 
for 5 years. Nowhere near being a Gil-
lette native. I wanted to see more city 
planning. Not an exciting or good issue 
to run on in the West. But the young 
people moving to Gillette in droves saw 
the need for an organizing force with 
new ideas, and I was elected. You could 
call that a ‘‘Do Something’’ project. I 
took a quick informal survey of what 
needed to be done followed by enlisting 
the help of everyone. 

The United States Jaycees puts out 
an officer and directors guide. It’s a 
manual for chapter management and 
leadership training. I’ve had a copy of 
that Officer and Directors Guide and a 
copy of the ‘‘Do Something’’ manual on 
my desk since 1975. I’ve found that you 
can run a city with them, that you can 
solve State problems with them, and 
that you can organize a United States 
Senate office and do legislation based 
on them. 

Last week the U.S. Junior Chamber 
of Commerce—Jaycees—were in town 
learning leadership. They were learn-
ing about projects that will teach lead-
ership and they were learning about 
laws that will affect their future and 
the future of this country. They have 
programs for getting young people into 
business. They have a national busi-
ness network to help them when they 
are in business. They have a gun safety 
education program available to all 
youth. They have a program for teach-
ing investing. And they get into some 
social issues, called ‘‘Touch one child 
and you touch the world’’ that helps 
provide care for infants affected by 
HIV/AIDS. They have a program called, 
‘‘Wake up. Live Big. Be Smoke Free.’’ 
It’s the Jaycees against youth smok-
ing. 

The Jaycees are about people to peo-
ple dialogue and communication. 
Neighbor to neighbor. Delivering a 

message by those who are trusted. Yes, 
these young people will make a dif-
ference. They have a message for us on 
Social Security. They’ve been holding 
townhall meetings across the country 
and have been surveying the Nation. 
They’ve been searching for solutions to 
our Social Security dilemma. Mr. 
President, I ask to have printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks, a resolution that started them 
on this quest on March 16, 1996. It was 
revised and reauthorized September 23 
of this year. 

I also have an opinion editorial by 
the National Committee to Preserve 
Social Security and Medicare written 
by Mike Marshall who is the past presi-
dent of the United States Junior Cham-
ber of Commerce, entitled, ‘‘Jaycees 
want Social Security Saved.’’ I also 
ask that that document be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks. 

My fellow Senators, we’ve heard from 
the people on retirement. We’ve heard 
from the people almost ready to retire. 
We’ve heard from the baby boomers. 
Now we are hearing from the people at 
the beginning end of the spectrum of 
working for Social Security. These 
people will be paying into the system 
for 30 to 45 years and they want to be 
sure they get something back too. 

Perhaps the serious condition of the 
Social Security system as an invest-
ment program can best be understood 
through an example. Let’s suppose that 
only 2 percent of the present 15 percent 
is contributed from every paycheck to 
Social Security. If invested in the pri-
vate markets, this 2 percent would 
produce the same result at retirement 
as the entire 15 percent gives them 
now. That’s not much of a future for 
the current Social Security program. It 
would cause a revolution as these 
young people move into decision-
making situations. If we listen to them 
now, if we work with them now, if we 
make changes in the system now, So-
cial Security as we know it can be 
saved and extended for the benefit of 
our Nation’s young people for years to 
come. If we wait very long, we will see 
pain. Please resolve with me now to 
join the United States Junior Chamber 
of Commerce in their quest to ensure 
the future economic solvency of the 
Social Security system for present gen-
erations and those to come. 

I thank my colleagues. 
The documents follow: 

CALL FOR LEGISLATION TO ENSURE THE FU-
TURE ECONOMIC SOLVENCY OF THE SOCIAL 
SECURITY SYSTEM 
(Revised and Reauthorized September 23, 

1999) 
Whereas, the membership of The United 

States Junior Chamber of Commerce as well 
as most Americans are concerned about the 
economic future of Social Security System. 

Whereas, payroll deductions will have to be 
dramatically increased or benefits signifi-
cantly decreased unless Social Security is 
reformed; and 
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Whereas, we need to meet our Social Secu-

rity promises to existing and future retirees; 
and 

Whereas, the number of retirees will al-
most double by the year 2030; or 

Whereas, The United States Junior Cham-
ber of Commerce has conducted surveys at 
seventy-five Social Security Town Hall 
Meetings in forty different states; and 

Whereas, The United States Junior Cham-
ber of Commerce has testified before con-
gress to address these concerns; and 

Whereas, as a result of The United States 
Junior Chamber of Commerce’s Social Secu-
rity Town Hall Report, an overwhelming ma-
jority approved the establishment of indi-
vidual retirement accounts; and 

Whereas, The U.S. Congress has introduced 
legislation for the establishment and main-
tenance of individual retirement accounts; 
and 

Whereas, The United States Junior Cham-
ber of Commerce has invested considerable 
time and resources in the solvency of the So-
cial Security System; and 

Whereas, The United States Junior Cham-
ber of Commerce sees the need to get the av-
erage young American involved in the inter-
est of their government; and 

Whereas, The United States Junior Cham-
ber of Commerce should actively promote 
getting out the vote to secure these aims: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Junior 
Chamber of Commerce Executive Board of 
Directors: 

recognizes that Social Security is in need 
of immediate revision; 

recognizes that the future of Social Secu-
rity is a vital concern for young people and 
future generations in the United States; 

recognizes the need for capitalization of 
the social security system; 

recognizes the need for personal retirement 
accounts; 

recognizes that a percentage of budget sur-
pluses should go towards the solvency of So-
cial Security; 

recognizes a need for a national ‘‘Get Out 
the Vote’’ campaign; 

gives authority to the USJCC staff to pur-
sue a course to reform Social Security in 
local Junior Chamber communities and at 
the national level and organize a ‘‘Get Out 
the Vote’’ campaign. 

JAYCEES WANT SOCIAL SECURITY SAVED 
(By Mike Marshall) 

Within the last year, Republicans and 
Democrats have expressed the necessity to 
take legislative action to strengthen Social 
Security. President Clinton, during his 1998 
State of the Union address, announced plans 
for a series of public forums to be held across 
the country. He plans to hold a conference 
on Social Security in Washington, D.C., this 
December and then ask Congress to pass re-
forms in 1999. Senator Bob Kerrey, Nebraska 
Democrat, is urging President Clinton and 
congressional Republicans to begin ‘‘eating 
our national spinach’’ and reform govern-
ment entitlements. Politicians are listening 
to their constituents and are coming to the 
conclusion that Americans want Social Se-
curity to be saved. 

Members of The United States Junior 
Chamber of Commerce (Jaycees) completed a 
series of Social Security town hall meetings 
across America in 1997. They made some re-
markable findings. Americans attending 
these town hall meetings indicated they 
want the Social Security system in this 
country reformed. With more than 1,400 town 
hall participants surveyed, 79 percent believe 

that the Social Security program will need 
radical or major changes to survive. 

The Jaycee surveys also indicate that 76 
percent of the town hall participants believe 
that they should be allowed to place their 
Social Security contributions into a personal 
retirement account. This coincides with a 
survey recently released by the Democratic 
Leadership Council which indicated that 75 
percent of registered voters—regardless of 
political party—said they strongly or some-
what support letting workers take a third of 
the Social Security payroll taxes they now 
pay and invest them into private retirement 
accounts. 

The Junior Chamber of Commerce believes 
any changes to Social Security should be 
judged on whether the current hallmarks are 
maintained and remain dependable, uni-
versal, and available to the disabled as well 
as all elderly. In addition, we recognize the 
need for capitalization of the Social Security 
system. Americans need to have ownership 
in the system and politicians must have re-
duced access to the money they are taxing 
for our retirement savings. Some type of 
Personal Savings Retirement Accounts com-
bined with the current system appear to be 
the best solution. 

Some organizations would have you believe 
that Social Security can be saved with just 
a few adjustments. For 60 years, with little 
notice or fanfare, the government has been 
making adjustments to the system. If it was 
as simple as a slight adjustment, we would 
not have elected officials risking their polit-
ical lives by addressing the need for dra-
matic, system-saving changes. 

Now is the time honest debate and real re-
form. We are asking Congress and the Presi-
dent to leave a legacy of leadership behind 
them for this country. They must act to save 
the Social Security system for the elderly, 
the disabled, and current and future retirees. 
All Americans must take an active role on 
this issue, listen to all aides of the debate, 
and then call their elected officials and urge 
them to take action. 

The United States Junior Chamber of Com-
merce is a volunteer, non-partisan, commu-
nity service organization comprised of more 
than 100,000 men and women ages 21 to 39. 1– 
800–JAYCEES.∑ 

f 

SUPPORT OUR TEACHING 
HOSPITALS 

∑ Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my strong support for 
this country’s teaching hospitals. 

These institutions provide the crit-
ical experiences of internship and resi-
dency by which raw medical school 
graduates, who have learned the 
science of medicine, are converted into 
seasoned physicians who have learned 
the art and practice of medicine. We 
are all going to face illness at one time 
or another in our lives, and we want to 
make sure that there will be well-edu-
cated, conscientious, and compas-
sionate physicians to care for us during 
those periods. The critical role of the 
teaching hospitals in molding the doc-
tors of the future cannot be overesti-
mated. 

These teaching hospitals also serve 
as key participants in the medical re-
search advances from which we all ben-
efit enormously. We tend to forget that 
medicine is a relatively young science. 

Antibiotics, which we all take for 
granted, have been in use for only 
about 50 years. Heart bypass surgery 
and kidney transplants, procedures so 
commonplace that we hardly give them 
a second thought, were virtually un-
heard of 40 years ago. These and other 
medical advances have led to a tremen-
dous increase in life expectancy in this 
country over the past 100 years. Yet all 
of these innovations would have been 
virtually impossible without the ongo-
ing participation of teaching hospitals 
in programs of medical research and 
development. 

Finally, these teaching hospitals pro-
vide a tremendous service to our com-
munities. For many of the most vul-
nerable among us, the teaching hos-
pitals represent their major, and often 
only, source of medical care. The 
homeless, the indigent, the elderly, the 
new arrivals to our country: for many 
in these groups, there would be no med-
ical care at all if not for the care pro-
vided by the teaching hospitals, such 
as Christiana Care in my home state of 
Delaware. 

So we should all agree that teaching 
hospitals are an absolutely essential 
resource for our society; we don’t want 
to go back to 19th century medicine, 
we want to move ahead to 21st century 
medicine. 

But there is a problem: the teaching 
hospitals’ financial underpinning has 
become very precarious, and a number 
of the most reknowned teaching hos-
pitals in this country are now losing 
money each year. We have come some-
what late to the unsurprising realiza-
tion that the time and resources which 
the teaching hospitals devote to the 
education of future physicians, the re-
search we need for better and healthier 
lives, and the care of the indigent and 
working poor, costs a lot of money. 

These costs are going up every year 
for our teaching hospitals: new tech-
nology costs money, dedicated employ-
ees must be paid a living wage, and so 
forth. But the income of teaching hos-
pitals is not coming close to matching 
these cost increases. Health insurance 
companies are reducing their payments 
to health care providers, including 
teaching hospitals. Teaching hospitals, 
with their obligatory high costs, are 
not able to compete financially for 
contracts to take care of HMO pa-
tients. A significant percentage of 
teaching hospital costs has been paid 
in the past by Medicare, but as Medi-
care finds itself facing future insol-
vency, its payment to teaching hos-
pitals for training interns and resi-
dents has also declined. We in Congress 
contributed to the decline in teaching 
hospitals’ income with several provi-
sions in the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997, particularly the reductions in 
payments for indirect medical edu-
cation and disproportionate share hos-
pitals. 

Everybody who gets health care in 
this country benefits from the work of 
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teaching hospitals, but in the face of 
the financial straits that have over-
whelmed our health care system, no-
body wants to pay for them. 

Mr. President, it is absolutely essen-
tial that this country’s teaching hos-
pitals remain vital and viable. Medi-
care may no longer be in a position to 
continue paying a disproportionately 
large share of teaching hospital ex-
penses. In the long run, we must care-
fully reevaluate the funding mecha-
nism for teaching hospitals to ensure 
their stability; if we all benefit from 
them, then perhaps we should all pay 
part of their costs. 

These long-term changes are impor-
tant, but we in the Senate must also be 
concerned about the here and now. 
Teaching hospitals that are currently 
losing money may not be able to wait 
for the ‘‘long run’’; they need help in 
the next few months. Senator DASCHLE 
has just introduced the Medicare Bene-
ficiary Access to Care Act, which con-
tains provisions that would benefit the 
teaching hospitals and their patients, 
and I understand that the Senate Fi-
nance Committee is currently working 
on proposals to address some unin-
tended consequences of the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997, including those 
that have impacted on teaching hos-
pitals. 

But time is of the essence, and the 
key word is urgency. Next year may be 
too late. The Senate is working furi-
ously to pass the necessary appropria-
tions bills in the few legislative days 
we have remaining this session, but I 
implore my colleagues not to move to 
adjournment until we take action to 
make sure that the teaching hospitals 
will still be around next session. The 
teaching hospitals spend 24 hours a 
day, 365 days a year, working to make 
sure we live long and healthy lives, and 
it’s time for us to return the favor. If 
we don’t have enough time this session 
to complete the necessary major sur-
gery on the payment system for teach-
ing hospitals, the least we can do is set 
aside the few hours or days it would 
take to administer a little life-saving 
financial CPR.∑ 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF ‘‘NATIONAL 
SUNDAY SCHOOL TEACHER AP-
PRECIATION DAY’’ 

∑ Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, October 
17, 1999 is ‘‘National Sunday School 
Teacher Appreciation Day’’ and I want 
to take this opportunity to honor the 
15 million American men and women 
who serve as Sunday school teachers. 
They are surely one of our nation’s 
most valuable resources. 

Since 1993, ‘‘National Sunday School 
Teacher Appreciation Day’’ has helped 
foster an increased awareness of the 
vital role Sunday school plays in the 
life of the local church and commu-
nity. By marking this day, churches 
have an opportunity to nominate the 

cream of the crop of their Sunday 
school teachers for national recogni-
tion. An integral part of this campaign 
is the search for the ‘‘Henrietta Mears 
Sunday School Teacher of the Year.’’ 
This award was established in honor of 
Dr. Henrietta Mears, a famous Chris-
tian educator who influenced the lives 
of such Christian leaders as Dr. Billy 
Graham, and many more. 

Through their work, Sunday school 
teachers offer a wealth of information 
and guidance to America’s youth. In 
the wake of incidents at Columbine 
High School and, more recently, at the 
Wedgewood Baptist Church in Texas, 
the importance of these volunteers, 
who help shepherd their communities 
through difficult times, only increases 
in value. Through community-based 
programs—and especially those deeply 
rooted in faith, such as Sunday 
School—our nation and my state of 
Minnesota can help bring out the best 
in our children as they go through the 
ever-more challenging task of growing 
up in our society. 

Sunday school teachers have had an 
enormous influence on countless Min-
nesotans, including myself. I person-
ally recall my Sunday school teachers 
as men and women of great character 
who I respected and admired, and who 
helped shape my moral fiber. As I look 
back on my own experience, and those 
of my friends and relatives, it is with 
considerable appreciation I make this 
statement today. The service given by 
the men and women who every week 
give up their Sunday mornings to help 
educate and mold our children is cer-
tainly service given from the heart. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I per-
sonally thank all Sunday school teach-
ers in my state of Minnesota and 
across the country for the tremendous 
work they do for not only our youth, 
but for all families and our society as 
a whole.∑ 

f 

COMMENDATION FOR THE IRISH 
EISENHOWER EXCHANGE FELLOWS 

∑ Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, 
today I would like to call to your at-
tention a very special anniversary 
which is taking place in my home 
state. Ten years ago, a group of emerg-
ing leaders from Northern Ireland and 
the Republic of Ireland, hosted by the 
Eisenhower Exchange Fellowships, met 
in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania to 
launch an exciting experiment in inter-
national cooperation. 

The Eisenhower Exchange Fellow-
ships is a private, non-profit, non-par-
tisan organization created in 1953 by a 
group of prominent American citizens 
to honor then-President Dwight D. Ei-
senhower for his contribution to hu-
manity as a soldier, statesman and 
world leader. Eisenhower Exchange 
Fellowships seeks to foster inter-
national understanding and produc-
tivity through the exchange of infor-

mation, ideas and perspectives among 
emerging leaders throughout the 
world. The Eisenhower network num-
bers 1300 Fellows from 100 countries. 
Currently two Eisenhower Fellows are 
heads of government; over 90 Fellows 
have served at the cabinet level or 
above. More than 220 have become 
CEOs. 

The Eisenhower Exchange Fellow-
ships brought this group of fourteen 
Irish Fellows, consisting of seven Fel-
lows from the North and seven from 
the South, to the United States for a 
two-month program. They came from 
all types of professional backgrounds, 
working in business, government, reli-
gion and law. They came from many 
perspectives and diverse political and 
personal beliefs. Through the auspices 
of the Eisenhower Exchange Fellow-
ships, they met on common ground in 
Philadelphia in 1989, and they’ve been 
meeting and working together ever 
since. 

They decided to commemorate the 
tenth anniversary of their Single Area 
program by returning to Philadelphia. 
There they will gather to look back on 
the last ten years and look forward to 
the next millennium. These Irish Ei-
senhower Fellows are to be commended 
for the contributions they have made 
to their region and to greater inter-
national understanding in the past dec-
ade—and they think of Philadelphia as 
their second home. 

In the spirit of Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, in whose honor the organization 
was founded, the Irish Fellows work to-
gether in a pragmatic way to ensure 
understanding, respect, and reconcili-
ation. Building bridges across cultural 
and political divides, they have played 
and continue to play important roles in 
the peace negotiations. They have 
made important contributions to eco-
nomic growth, to the social welfare of 
their communities, and to more effec-
tive and efficient public administra-
tion. They have worked effectively to-
wards a more dynamic economy, seeing 
the importance for their region to play 
a role in an evolving Europe and in the 
world. 

By continuing to find outstanding 
new Eisenhower Fellows from a num-
ber of professional fields, they help to 
promote awareness and the exchange of 
ideas between Irish emerging leaders 
and their American counterparts. By 
sponsoring USA Eisenhower Fellows 
and bringing them to Ireland, they ex-
pand the horizons of emerging young 
U.S. leaders. In both these activities, 
they strengthen the bonds between our 
countries. 

In the spirit of fellowship and unflag-
ging curiosity about the world, they 
come together every nine months to 
confer on topical issues, to plan for fu-
ture Eisenhower Fellowships, and to 
renew and strengthen their friendships, 
which cross national borders and his-
torical differences. They serve, in ef-
fect, as a model alumni organization, 
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which constantly renews its parent 
body through its energy and innova-
tion. 

I would like to commend their re-
union weekend in Philadelphia, Octo-
ber 14–17, and wish them the best of 
luck in their continuing mission to es-
tablish friendships and improve under-
standing on a personal, local, national, 
and international level.∑ 

f 

PENNSYLVANIA BATTLEFIELDS 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1999 

On October 14, 1999, the Senate 
amended and passed H.R. 659, as fol-
lows: 

Resolved, That the bill from the House of 
Representatives (H.R. 659) entitled ‘‘An Act 
to authorize appropriations for the protec-
tion of Paoli and Brandywine Battlefields in 
Pennsylvania, to direct the National Park 
Service to conduct a special resource study 
of Paoli and Brandywine Battlefields, to au-
thorize the Valley Forge Museum of the 
American Revolution at Valley Forge Na-
tional Historical Park, and for other pur-
poses.’’, do pass with the following amend-
ments: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Pennsylvania 
Battlefields Protection Act of 1999’’. 

TITLE I—PAOLI AND BRANDYWINE 
BATTLEFIELDS 

SEC. 101. PAOLI BATTLEFIELD PROTECTION. 
(a) PAOLI BATTLEFIELD.—The Secretary of the 

Interior (hereinafter referred to as the ‘‘Sec-
retary’’) is authorized to provide funds to the 
borough of Malvern, Pennsylvania, for the ac-
quisition of the area known as the ‘‘Paoli Bat-
tlefield’’, located in the borough of Malvern, 
Pennsylvania, as generally depicted on the map 
entitled ‘‘Paoli Battlefield’’ numbered 80,000 and 
dated April 1999 (referred to in this title as the 
‘‘Paoli Battlefield’’). The map shall be on file 
and available for public inspection in the appro-
priate offices of the National Park Service. 

(b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT AND TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall enter into a 
cooperative agreement with the borough of Mal-
vern, Pennsylvania, for the management by the 
borough of the Paoli Battlefield. The Secretary 
may provide technical assistance to the borough 
of Malvern to assure the preservation and inter-
pretation of the Paoli Battlefield’s resources. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$1,250,000 to carry out this section. Such funds 
shall be expended in the ratio of one dollar of 
Federal funds for each dollar of funds contrib-
uted by non-Federal sources. Any funds pro-
vided by the Secretary shall be subject to an 
agreement that provides for the protection of the 
Paoli Battlefield’s resources. 
SEC. 102. BRANDYWINE BATTLEFIELD PROTEC-

TION. 
(a) BRANDYWINE BATTLEFIELD.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is authorized 

to provide funds to the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, a political subdivision of the Common-
wealth, or the Brandywine Conservancy, for the 
acquisition, protection, and preservation of land 
in an area generally known as the Meeting-
house Road Corridor, located in Chester Coun-
ty, Pennsylvania, as depicted on a map entitled 
‘‘Brandywine Battlefield—Meetinghouse Road 
Corridor’’, numbered 80,000 and dated April 1999 
(referred to in this title as the ‘‘Brandywine 
Battlefield’’). The map shall be on file and 

available for public inspection in the appro-
priate offices of the National Park Service. 

(2) WILLING SELLERS OR DONORS.—Lands and 
interests in land may be acquired pursuant to 
this section only with the consent of the owner 
thereof. 

(b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT AND TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall enter into a 
cooperative agreement with the same entity that 
is provided funds under subsection (a) for the 
management by the entity of the Brandywine 
Battlefield. The Secretary may also provide 
technical assistance to the entity to assure the 
preservation and interpretation of the Brandy-
wine Battlefield’s resources. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$3,000,000 to carry out this section. Such funds 
shall be expended in the ratio of one dollar of 
Federal funds for each dollar of funds contrib-
uted by non-Federal sources. Any funds pro-
vided by the Secretary shall be subject to an 
agreement that provides for the protection of the 
battlefield’s resources. 

TITLE II—VALLEY FORGE NATIONAL 
HISTORICAL PARK 

SEC. 201. PURPOSE. 
The purpose of this title is to authorize the 

Secretary of the Interior to enter into an agree-
ment with the Valley Forge Historical Society 
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘‘Society’’), to 
construct and operate a museum within the 
boundary of Valley Forge National Historical 
Park in cooperation with the Secretary. 
SEC. 202. VALLEY FORGE MUSEUM OF THE AMER-

ICAN REVOLUTION AUTHORIZATION. 
(a) AGREEMENT AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary 

of the Interior, in administering the Valley 
Forge National Historical Park, is authorized to 
enter into an agreement under appropriate 
terms and conditions with the Society to facili-
tate the planning, construction, and operation 
of the Valley Forge Museum of the American 
Revolution on Federal land within the bound-
ary of Valley Forge National Historical Park. 

(b) CONTENTS AND IMPLEMENTATION OF 
AGREEMENT.—An agreement entered into under 
subsection (a) shall— 

(1) authorize the Society to develop and oper-
ate the museum pursuant to plans developed by 
the Secretary and to provide at the museum ap-
propriate and necessary programs and services 
to visitors to Valley Forge National Historical 
Park related to the story of Valley Forge and 
the American Revolution; 

(2) only be carried out in a manner consistent 
with the General Management Plan and other 
plans for the preservation and interpretation of 
the resources and values of Valley Forge Na-
tional Historical Park; 

(3) authorize the Secretary to undertake at 
the museum activities related to the manage-
ment of Valley Forge National Historical Park, 
including, but not limited to, provision of appro-
priate visitor information and interpretive facili-
ties and programs related to Valley Forge Na-
tional Historical Park; 

(4) authorize the Society, acting as a private 
nonprofit organization, to engage in activities 
appropriate for operation of the museum that 
may include, but are not limited to, charging 
appropriate fees, conducting events, and selling 
merchandise, tickets, and food to visitors to the 
museum; 

(5) provide that the Society’s revenues from 
the museum’s facilities and services shall be 
used to offset the expenses of the museum’s op-
eration; and 

(6) authorize the Society to occupy the mu-
seum so constructed for the term specified in the 
Agreement and subject to the following terms 
and conditions: 

(A) The conveyance by the Society to the 
United States of all right, title, and interest in 

the museum to be constructed at Valley Forge 
National Historical Park. 

(B) The Society’s right to occupy and use the 
museum shall be for the exhibition, preserva-
tion, and interpretation of artifacts associated 
with the Valley Forge story and the American 
Revolution, to enhance the visitor experience of 
Valley Forge National Historical Park, and to 
conduct appropriately related activities of the 
society consistent with its mission and with the 
purposes for which the Valley Forge National 
Historical Park was established. Such right 
shall not be transferred or conveyed without the 
express consent of the Secretary. 

(C) Any other terms and conditions the Sec-
retary determines to be necessary. 
SEC. 203. PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION. 

Nothing in this title authorizes the Secretary 
or the Society to take any actions in derogation 
of the preservation and protection of the values 
and resources of Valley Forge National Histor-
ical Park. An agreement entered into under sec-
tion 202 shall be construed and implemented in 
light of the high public value and integrity of 
the Valley Forge National Historical Park and 
the National Park System. 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘An Act to 
authorize appropriations for the protection 
of Paoli and Brandywine Battlefields in 
Pennsylvania, to authorize the Valley Forge 
Museum of the American Revolution at Val-
ley Forge National Historical Park, and for 
other purposes.’’. 

f 

HAWAII VOLCANOES NATIONAL 
PARK ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1999 

On October 14, 1999, the Senate 
amended and passed S. 938, as follows: 

S. 938 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Hawaii Vol-
canoes National Park Adjustment Act of 
1999’’. 
SEC. 2. ELIMINATION OF RESTRICTIONS ON LAND 

ACQUISITION. 
The first section of the Act entitled ‘‘An 

Act to add certain lands on the island of Ha-
waii to the Hawaii National Park, and for 
other purposes’’, approved June 20, 1938 (16 
U.S.C. 391b), is amended by striking ‘‘park: 
Provided,’’ and all that follows and inserting 
‘‘park. Land (including the land depicted on 
the map entitled ‘NPS–PAC 1997HW’) may be 
acquired by the Secretary through donation, 
exchange, or purchase with donated or ap-
propriated funds.’’. 
SEC. 3. CORRECTIONS IN DESIGNATIONS OF HA-

WAIIAN NATIONAL PARKS. 
(a) HAWAII VOLCANOES NATIONAL PARK.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Public Law 87–278 (75 Stat. 

577) is amended by striking ‘‘Hawaii Volca-
noes National Park’’ each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘Hawaii Volcanoes National 
Park’’. 

(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any law 
(other than this Act), regulation, document, 
record, map, or other paper of the United 
States to ‘‘Hawaii Volcanoes National Park’’ 
shall be considered a reference to ‘‘Hawaii 
Volcanoes National Park’’. 

(b) HALEAKALĀ NATIONAL PARK.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Public Law 86–744 (74 Stat. 

881) is amended by striking ‘‘Haleakala Na-
tional Park’’ and inserting ‘‘Haleakalā Na-
tional Park’’. 

(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any law 
(other than this Act), regulation, document, 
record, map, or other paper of the United 
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States to ‘‘Haleakala National Park’’ shall 
be considered a reference to ‘‘Haleakalā Na-
tional Park’’. 

(c) KALOKO-HONOKŌHAU.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 505 of the Na-

tional Parks and Recreation Act of 1978 (16 
U.S.C. 396d) is amended— 

(A) in the section heading, by striking 
‘‘KALOKO-HONOKOHAU’’ and inserting 
‘‘KALOKO-HONOKŌHAU’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘Kaloko-Honokohau’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘Kaloko- 
Honokōhau’’. 

(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any law 
(other than this Act), regulation, document, 
record, map, or other paper of the United 
States to ‘‘Kaloko-Honokohau National His-
torical Park’’ shall be considered a reference 
to ‘‘Kaloko-Honokōhau National Historical 
Park’’. 

(d) PU31‘ǓHONUA O HŌNAUNAU NATIONAL HIS-
TORICAL PARK.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Act of July 21, 1955 
(chapter 385; 69 Stat. 376), as amended by sec-
tion 305 of the National Parks and Recre-
ation Act of 1978 (92 Stat. 3477), is amended 
by striking ‘‘Puuhonua o Honaunau National 
Historical Park’’ each place it appears and 
inserting ‘‘Pu31‘ǔhonua o Hōnaunau Na-
tional Historical Park’’. 

(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any law 
(other than this Act), regulation, document, 
record, map, or other paper of the United 
States to ‘‘Puuhonua o Honaunau National 
Historical Park shall be considered a ref-
erence to ‘‘Pu31‘ǔhonua o Hōnaunau Na-
tional Historical Park’’. 

(e) PU31‘ǓKOHOLĀ HEIAU NATIONAL HISTORIC 
SITE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Public Law 92–388 (86 Stat. 
562) is amended by striking ‘‘Puukohola 
Heiau National Historic Site’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘Pu31‘ǔkoholā Heiau 
National Historic Site’’. 

(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any law 
(other than this Act), regulation, document, 
record, map, or other paper of the United 
States to ‘‘Puukohola Heiau National His-
toric Site’’ shall be considered a reference to 
‘‘Pu31‘ǔkoholā Heiau National Historic 
Site’’. 
SEC. 4. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) Section 401(8) of the National Parks and 
Recreation Act of 1978 (Public Law 95–625; 92 
Stat. 3489) is amended by striking ‘‘Hawaii 
Volcanoes’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Hawaiı̌ Volcanoes’’. 

(b) The first section of Public Law 94–567 
(90 Stat. 2692) is amended in subsection (e) by 
striking ‘‘Haleakala’’ each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘Haleakalā’’. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to executive session 
to consider the following nominations 
on the Executive Calendar: Nos. 267, 
268, and 269. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominations be confirmed, the mo-
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, any statement relating to the 
nominations be printed in the RECORD, 
the President be immediately notified 
of the Senate’s action, and the Senate 
then return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations were considered and 
confirmed, as follows: 

THE JUDICIARY 

Ellen Segal Huvelle, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be United States District Judge 
for the District of Columbia. 

Anna J. Brown, of Oregon, to be United 
States District Judge for the District of Or-
egon. 

Charles A. Pannell, Jr., of Georgia, to be 
United States District Judge for the North-
ern District of Georgia vice Frank M. Hull, 
elevated. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
return to legislative session. 

f 

ORDER TO VITIATE PASSAGE—S. 
1344 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senate pas-
sage of S. 1344 be vitiated and, further, 
the bill be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, OCTOBER 
18, 1999 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 12 noon on Mon-
day, October 18. I further ask consent 
that on Monday, immediately fol-
lowing the prayer, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day, and the Sen-
ate then begin a period for morning 
business until the hour of 1 p.m., with 
the first 30 minutes under the control 
of the minority leader, or his designee, 
and the last 30 minutes under the con-
trol of the majority leader, or his des-
ignee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, for 
the information of all Senators, the 
Senate will convene at 12 noon on Mon-
day and immediately begin a period for 
morning business until 1 p.m. Fol-
lowing morning business, the Senate 
will resume consideration of the cam-
paign finance reform bill with a Reid 
second-degree amendment being the 
pending amendment. The majority 
leader has announced that the first 
vote on Monday will occur at 5:30 p.m. 
It is hoped that the vote or votes on 
Monday evening will be in relation to 
amendments to the pending legisla-
tion. Further, cloture motions on the 
two campaign finance reform amend-
ments were filed today by the minority 
leader. Therefore, pursuant to rule 

XXII, those cloture votes will occur 1 
hour after the Senate convenes on 
Tuesday. 

f 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now turn to Calendar No. 327, H.R. 3064, 
the DC appropriations bill, the sub-
stitute amendment No. 2302, now at the 
desk, be agreed to, the bill be advanced 
to third reading and passed, as amend-
ed, and the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table without any inter-
vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2302) was agreed 
to. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

The bill (H.R. 3064), as amended, was 
read the third time and passed. 

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in ad-
journment under the previous order 
following the remarks of Senator 
DASCHLE, the Democratic leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES— 
H.R. 3064 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that with respect 
to H.R. 3064, the Senate insist on its 
amendment, request a conference with 
the House, and the Chair be authorized 
to appoint conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWNBACK) appointed Mrs. HUTCHISON, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. KYL, Mr. DURBIN, and 
Mr. INOUYE conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

f 

CTBT REJECTION: A SERIOUS 
MISTAKE THAT MUST BE UNDONE 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, in the 
2 days since this Senate rejected the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, I’ve 
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heard some of our colleagues insist 
they are proud of that vote. Frankly, I 
cannot understand how anyone could 
say that. 

I was deeply saddened and troubled 
when I opened my newspaper yesterday 
morning. The top headline in the Wash-
ington Post read: ‘‘Senate Rejects Test 
Ban Treaty.’’ The headline just below 
that read: ‘‘For US, Fallout will be 
Fading Influence.’’ 

How can anyone take pride in actions 
that increase the threat of nuclear 
weapons? How can anyone be proud of 
diminishing America’s leadership in 
the world? How can anyone be proud 
that they have made the world a more 
dangerous place for ourselves and our 
children? 

For the life of me, I cannot under-
stand that. 

We knew before we voted that, if we 
rejected the CTBT, we would almost 
certainly damage our national security 
and our standing in the world. We 
knew both of those things. Our senior 
military leaders warned us. Outside ex-
perts tried to warn us. Our allies tried 
to warn us. In fact, three world lead-
ers—representing our three oldest and 
strongest allies—took the unprece-
dented step of writing an open letter to 
us. 

In that letter, published this week in 
the New York times, Jacques Chirac, 
Tony Blair and Gerhard Schroder im-
plored us: ‘‘As we look to the next cen-
tury, our greatest concern is prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction 
. . . Failure to ratify the CTBT, will be 
a failure in our struggle against pro-
liferation . . . For the security of the 
world we will leave to our children, we 
urge the United States Senate to ratify 
the treaty.’’ 

Unfortunately, a majority of Sen-
ators chose to ignore these warnings. 
they chose to ignore the serious impli-
cations that rejecting the CTBT would 
have on U.S. security and international 
standing, and on the safety of the en-
tire world. If there was any doubt, be-
fore the vote, that rejecting the CTBT 
would be a serious mistake, there can 
be no doubt now. Look at the head-
lines. 

World dismayed by U.S. Treaty 
Vote—Associated Press 

International community dismayed 
by U.S. Rejection of CTBT—Agence 
France Presse 

Germany Says U.S. Nuke Reaction a 
Serious Setback—Reuters 

A Reckless Rejection—the Wash-
ington Post 

A Damaging Arms Control Defeat— 
the New York Times 

Defeat of Test Ban Treaty a Blow to 
U.S. Prestige—Reuters 

Nations Assail Senate Vote on Test 
Ban Treaty—Washington Post 

Asia Dismayed by US Treaty Vote— 
AP 

Arms-Control World Upended—the 
Christian Science Monitor 

Dismay and Anger Abroad at US Ac-
tion—The Guardian of London 

Russia Press Digest: America Has La-
tent Desire to Explode Nuclear Bombs 

Listen to the reactions of world lead-
ers: 

From a senior Chinese official: ‘‘It 
leaves us with the impression that 
America has a double standard, you 
tell the rest of the world not to do 
something and then you go ahead and 
do it.’’ 

From a spokesman for the Russian 
Foreign Ministry: ‘‘This decision is a 
serious blow to the entire system of 
agreements in the field of nuclear dis-
armament and non-proliferation. There 
is a definite trend visible in recent 
times in US actions and it causes deep 
alarm.’’ 

Some of our colleagues are quick to 
seize on China and Russia’s dis-
pleasure. They point to that as proof 
they did the right thing in rejecting 
the treaty. Even if you accept the 
premise—and I do not—that what is 
bad for China and Russia is, by defini-
tion, good for the United States, this 
goes far beyond these two countries. 

Condemnation of the Senate’s action 
has been virtually universal. It’s world-
wide. It’s from out friends to our foes, 
and every nation in between. From the 
first world to the third world. Listen to 
what other world leaders have said: 

In France, President Chirac said the 
Senate vote would inflict ‘‘serious 
damage’’ to the cause of nuclear disar-
mament, particularly dismayed that 
the views of America’s allies were ig-
nored. 

In Germany, Defense Minister Rudolf 
Scharping called the vote an ‘‘absolute 
wrong’’ decision. Foreign Minister 
Fischer said his country and other Eu-
ropean nations were ‘‘deeply dis-
appointed’’ and feared it would seri-
ously harm the cause of nuclear disar-
mament. ‘‘It is a wrong signal that we 
deeply regret.’’ 

Lord Robertson, NATO’s new Sec-
retary General and former British De-
fense Secretary, called it ‘‘a very wor-
rying vote.’’ 

A spokesman for the European Union 
called for the immediate ratification of 
the treaty by all signatories and said 
‘‘we have already stated our belief that 
the treaty is clearly in the interests of 
all states as an essential barrier to nu-
clear proliferation.’’ 

In Japan, Foreign Minister Kono said 
the negative impact was ‘‘immeas-
urable’’ on the cause of disarmament 
and non proliferation. ‘‘The adverse ef-
fects are inestimable and it is of ex-
treme concern. We has been hoping for 
US leadership in preventing the spread 
of nuclear weapons, so the restful is 
very regrettable.’’ 

In the Phillipines, Foreign Secretary 
Siazon said the vote dealt ‘‘an enor-
mous blow to all our efforts to make 
the world a safer place to live in.’’ 

From the Mayor of Hiroshima: The 
United States is ‘‘going against inter-

national efforts to reduce nuclear 
arms, as a nuclear power the United 
States should lead the way to end the 
proliferation of weapons.’’ 

Mr. President, what makes our fail-
ure to pass the CTBT doubly tragic is 
that there was nothing forcing the Sen-
ate to act on this treaty at this time. 
This vote could have, and should have, 
been postponed until the Senate had 
conducted proper hearings on the trea-
ty. In fact, 62 members signed a letter 
to the Majority Leader pleading with 
him to delay the vote. Among the sign-
ers were the Chairman and Ranking 
Member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee, 
and Ranking Member on the Foreign 
Relations Committee. Republicans and 
Democrats signed that letter. 

Under the rules of the Senate, it was 
fully within the power of the Majority 
Leader to reschedule this vote for a 
more appropriate time. The fact that 
we did not do so is a mistake of his-
toric proportion. 

What we have done is nothing to be 
proud of. What we have done is deeply 
troubling. What we have done is dan-
gerous. What we have done has—for 
now—made the world less safe. 

It has, for now, damaged the rela-
tionship between the US and some of 
our most important allies. It has, for 
now, diminished our standing and our 
moral authority in the world. 

It was a serious mistake. We need to 
un-do it. 

Immediately after the vote, a spokes-
man for the British government said 
‘‘we hope that what happened in Wash-
ington is not the end of the road.’’ I 
want our friends in England the rest of 
the world to know that the United 
States Senate has not uttered its last 
word on the CTBT. 

The overwhelming majority of the 
American people support this treaty. 
Our senior military leaders support 
this treaty. My colleagues and I on this 
side of the aisle will do everything we 
can to secure the votes needed to pass 
this treaty in the United States Sen-
ate. 

In the meantime, we will insist that 
the United States continues to refrain 
from conducting nuclear tests. The 
United States must not, and will not, 
give up its position as a leader in the 
international effort to rid the world of 
the threat of nuclear weapons. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
OCTOBER 18, 1999 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in adjournment until Monday, October 
18, 1999, at 12 noon. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 2:38 p.m., 
adjourned until Monday, October 18, 
1999, at 12 noon. 
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CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate October 15, 1999: 

THE JUDICIARY 

ELLEN SEGAL HUVELLE, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA, TO BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

ANNA J. BROWN, OF OREGON, TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF OREGON. 

CHARLES A. PANNELL, JR., OF GEORGIA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT 
OF GEORGIA. 
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